
 
  

Sales and Operations Planning: 
Major obstacles faced by complex 

manufacturing organizations in 
operationalizing a standard level process 

 

 
 
 
 

EMELIE NYSTRÖM 
MADELEINE BERN 

 

 
 

  

Master of Science Thesis 
Stockholm, Sweden 2014 

 

 



 
  

Sälj- och verksamhetsplanering: 
De största hindren komplexa tillverkande 

organisationer möter i operationaliserandet 
av en standardprocess 

 

 
 
 
 

EMELIE NYSTRÖM  
MADELEINE BERN 

 
 

  

Examensarbete 
Stockholm, Sverige 2014 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

   Sälj- och verksamhetsplanering: 
De största hindren komplexa tillverkande 

organisationer möter i operationaliserandet av en 
standardprocess 

  
av 
 

Emelie Nyström 
Madeleine Bern 

 
 
 

Examensarbete INDEK 2014:60  
KTH Industriell teknik och management 

Industriell ekonomi och organisation 
SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Sales and Operations Planning: 
Major obstacles faced by complex manufacturing 
organizations in operationalizing a standard level 

process  
 

by 
 

Emelie Nyström 
Madeleine Bern 

 
 
 
 
 

Master of Science Thesis INDEK 2014:60 
KTH Industrial Engineering and Management 

Industrial Management 
SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 Examensarbete INDEK 2014:60  
 

Sälj- och verksamhetsplanering: 
De största hindren komplexa tillverkande 

organisationer möter i operationaliserandet av 
en standardprocess 

   
  Emelie Nyström 

Madeleine Bern 

Godkänt 

201X-mån-dag 

Examinator 

Jannis Angelis 

Handledare 

Andreas Feldman 
 Uppdragsgivare 

Atlas Copco Industrial Technique AB 

Kontaktperson 

Henrik Hiltunen 

 
Sammanfattning 

Litteraturen om Sälj- & verksamhetsplanering (S&OP) är generellt sett samstämmig kring slutsatsen 
att en sådan process är överlägsen traditionell planering, där varje funktion planerar sin egen 
verksamhet. Men även om konceptet och möjliga fördelar är lätta att förstå, så har det visat sig svårt 
för många företag att operationalisera processen i verkligheten. Syftet med denna studie var därför 
att undersöka vilka stora hinder ett komplext tillverkande företag ställs inför vid operationaliserandet 
av en Sälj- & verksamhetsplaneringsprocess.  

För att fylla detta syfte så genomfördes en djup fallstudie på ett företag med ambitionen att 
operationalisera en standardprocess. Vidare gjordes en syntes av idag existerande mognadsramverk 
för processen, för att identifiera det mest passande ramverket för att diagnostisera en organisation 
och dess mognadsnivå.  

Genom att syntetisera litteraturen identifierades ramverket framtaget av Grimson och Pyke (2007) 
som det mest passande ramverket för att diagnostisera en organisation i den specifika kontexten. 
Vidare identifierades tre problemområden som i störst utsträckning hindrar operationaliserandet av 
en standardprocess: organisationens komplexitet, produktportföljskomplexitet samt IT-stöd. 

Denna studie bidrar till både utövare och forskare med vägledning för att framgångsrikt 
diagnostisera en organisations mognadsnivå inom processen, genom att identifiera och belysa de 
största hindren en komplex tillverkande organisation möter. För forskare påvisar detta att djupare 
forskning behövs inom vart och ett av dessa problemområden, och för företag och organisationer 
belyser denna studie vart resurser ska fokuseras för att möjliggöra ett framgångsrikt 
operationaliserande av en Sälj- & Verksamhetsplaneringsprocess. 

Nyckelord: Sälj- och verksamhetsplanering, mognadsprogression, komplexa tillverkande 
organisationer 

  



 

 

 
Abstract 

In general, literature is unanimous in concluding that Sales & Operations Planning (S&OP) is 
superior to traditional decoupled planning. But even though the concept and potential benefits of 
S&OP is easy to comprehend, the process has proven to be difficult for organizations to 
operationalize in reality. Thus, the objective of this research was to investigate what major obstacles 
complex manufacturing organizations face while striving to operationalize a standard level Sales & 
Operations Planning process.  

In order to fill the research objective, empirical research in an in-depth case study format at a 
company that have the ambition to operationalize a standard level process was performed. More, a 
framework synthesis was carried out to identify the most suitable maturity framework for diagnosing 
organization’s S&OP maturity level.   

Through the S&OP Maturity Model Synthesis the framework by Grimson & Pyke (2007) is found 
the most appropriate for diagnosing a company within the specific context. Further, the major 
obstacles for complex manufacturing organizations identified are: Organizational complexity, 
product portfolio complexity and IT system support. 

This study firstly contributes to practitioners and researchers with guidance for organizational 
diagnosis. Secondly, by investigating and highlighting the major obstacles that complex 
manufacturing organizations encounter when seeking to evolve in a S&OP process.  For researchers 
this indicates further research within each of these areas, and for practitioners the result signals 
where to focus time and resources in order to enable S&OP maturity progress.   

Keywords: Sales & Operations Planning, process maturity, complex manufacturing organizations  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

___________________________________________________________________ 
This section introduces the problem background and the relevance of the study is motivated. Further, 
the problem formulation, purpose of the study, the research questions, limitations and delimitations are 
presented and lastly a brief overview of subsequent chapters is provided.  
 
 

1.1 Background and Relevance of the Study 

Today, intense competitive pressure as well as market turmoil and high levels of 
uncertainty characterize the global marketplace. In order to handle this volatility and 
stakeholder pressure, global manufacturing corporations needs to incorporate agility in 
their supply chains and networks (Braunscheidel & Surech, 2009). This obliges 
organizational capabilities of foreseeing fluctuations in both supply and demand. 
However, the above stated factors have made it increasingly difficult for manufacturers 
to predict which of their products will sell and when. The result for many companies is 
more inaccurate production and distribution planning, which incurs increased costs 
and customer dissatisfaction (Fisher et al., 1994). Thus, supply chain planning 
capabilities is gaining even more importance for industrial companies that aims to 
maintain and increase profitability. 
 
Most companies see supply chain planning as a cross-functional effort. Nevertheless, 
separate functions, such as sales, marketing, and operations normally focus on separate 
parts of the planning activities (Oliva & Watson, 2010). This creates silos between 
functions, which may result in conflicts over expectations and priorities, as well as non-
optimal supply chain planning. Although many firms have developed cross-functional 
collaborations between e.g. purchasing and manufacturing or marketing and logistics, 
few companies have managed to implement a deeper integration between all relevant 
internal functions (demand facing: sales, marketing, and supply facing: purchasing, 
manufacturing, logistics etc.) in the supply chain planning (Barratt, 2004). A process 
that aims to practically achieve this is known as Sales & Operations Planning (S&OP), 
or also referred to as Sales, Inventory & Operations Planning (SIOP) where inventory 
is an explicit part of the planning process (Sheldon, 2006).      
The American Production and Inventory Control Society (APICS) defines S&OP as: 

 
“A process to develop tactical plans that provide management the ability to strategically direct its 
businesses to achieve competitive advantage on a continuous basis by integrating customer-focused 

marketing plans for new and existing products with the management of the supply chain. The process 
brings together all the plans for the business (sales, marketing, development, manufacturing, sourcing, 

and financial) into one integrated set of plans”. 
APICS Dictionary, 14th edition (2014) 

 
Wallace (2006) describes it further as a process that occurs at multiple levels at the 
company, up to the executive in charge of the business unit. The executive portion of 
S&OP is generally carried out in a monthly cycle and should display numbers in both 
units and volume. The process is cross-functional and involves general management, 
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sales, marketing, operations and finance (Oliva & Watson, 2010; Wallace 2006). 
Summarizing, the S&OP links the company´s strategic and financial plans to its 
detailed plans for master scheduling and scheduling for plants, suppliers, and logistics. 
If well implemented, the S&OP process should provide managers with a holistic view 
over the company’s supply chain state and what to expect from the future, as well as 
improved demand - supply alignment.  
 
In general, literature is unanimous in concluding that S&OP is superior to traditional 
decoupled planning (Thomé et al, 2011), in which sales planning is carried out centrally 
while production, distribution and procurement planning are performed separately and 
locally (Feng et al., 2008). There is even partial evidence of that S&OP has a positive 
effect on firm performance, even if the process is far from perfect and fully integrated 
(Watson & Oliva, 2010).  This implies that there are clear incentives for manufacturing 
organizations to strive for more mature sales and operations planning. 
 
According to Thomé et al (2012), attempts to systemize survey and case study research 
on S&OP with the aim of defining it as a business process have in many cases ended 
up in the form of maturity models. Lapide (2005) defines a maturity model as a 
framework that consists of multiple evolutionary and successive stages in the 
advancement of business processes. Further, he argues that they generally are useful in 
going through process innovation and change.  There are various and quite diverse 
S&OP maturity models and they vary in number of maturity stages as well as in their 
descriptions of inputs, process components, and outputs.  Thomé et al (2012) claims 
that the fact that authors adopt different variants of maturity models suggests that it is 
difficult to condense results in S&OP practice.   
  
Although the literature on S&OP is ample (Feng et.al., 2010), it originates in industry 
and has only during recent years been gaining more substance in academia (Sheldon, 
2006; Thomé et al, 2012).  Since the process itself varies according to industry context 
and manufacturing strategies, case studies that describe S&OP processes in different 
settings are relevant and still scarce (Thomé et al, 2012). Literature published by 
experts and consultancy firms in the industry, seeks to guide practitioners to 
understand the benefits of S&OP and how to successfully implement and execute the 
process. However, due to the importance of industry and organizational context it 
tends to be somewhat ambiguous or too specific to adapt in other settings. Further, it 
generally fails to provide empirical research support and does not incorporate the 
nuance of incremental maturity progression. The maturity models mentioned 
previously on the other hand, provides scattered diagnostic tools for practitioners, but 
little cure.  
 
Additionally, Grimson and Pyke (2007), argue that S&OP is easy to understand but 
difficult to implement and Lapide (2005) claims that many companies have tried, but 
not seen the expected results and chosen to move away from S&OP. This intensifies 
interest in the challenges faced by organizations that strives to mature in the process. 
Hence, rather than focus on best-practice organizations, the objective of this study is 
to fill this gap by performing empirical research in an in-depth case study format on a 
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complex manufacturing organization that is in early S&OP stages and have the 
ambition to evolve and operationalize a standard level process.  
 
Through an evaluation of current maturity models, this study firstly contributes to 
practitioners and researchers with guidance for organizational diagnosis.  Secondly, by 
investigating and highlighting the major obstacles that complex manufacturing 
organizations encounter when seeking to evolve in an S&OP process. For researchers 
this indicates further research within each of these areas, and for practitioners the 
result signals where to focus time and resources in order to enable S&OP maturity 
progress.   
 

1.2 Problem Formulation 

Due to increasingly complex supply networks and product portfolios, supply chain 
planning is a challenging task for manufacturing firms today. Currently, there is a trend 
in literature where the importance of cross-functional alignment in business planning 
and consensus processes such as Sales & Operations Planning is emphasized. Elbaum 
(2004) claims that there is a correlation between the level of S&OP maturity and the 
overall performance of the company, which implies a clear incentive for organizations 
to strive for S&OP maturity. In general, literature is unanimous in concluding that 
S&OP is superior to traditional decoupled planning. But even though the concept and 
potential benefits of S&OP is easy to comprehend, the process has proven to be 
difficult for organizations to operationalize in reality (Grimson & Pyke, 2007).   
 

1.3 Research Objective 

The objective of this research is to investigate what the major obstacles complex 
manufacturing organizations face while striving to operationalize a standard Sales & 
Operations Planning process.    
 

1.4 Research Questions 

In order to fulfill the objective of this research, the main research question (MRQ) 
corresponds directly to the research objective and is formulated as follows: 
  

MRQ: What are the main factors that incur major obstacles for complex manufacturing 
organizations to operationalize a standard level S&OP process?  

 
To answer the MRQ a set of two sub-questions are used to form basis of the empirical 
data gathering. Foremost, it is important to understand how the organization of the 
focal company manages supply and demand planning today. Hence, the logic of the 
first sub-question (RQ1) is to map the organizational “as-is” state.  
 

RQ1: How is the demand and supply planning carried out currently? 
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The second question (RQ2) seeks to identify the organizational drivers of maturing in 
their planning processes, including both implicit and explicit incentives and objectives, 
as well as possible resistance. 
 

RQ2: What are the organizational drivers of maturing in an S&OP process?  
 
By mapping and analyzing the current planning activities (RQ1) in pair with the 
identified drivers (RQ2) in a standard five step S&OP process, the aim is to uncover 
the major obstacles and reasons to why the process is difficult to operationalize for 
complex manufacturing organizations (MRQ). RQ1 provides indications of how wide 
the gap between the current state and the standard process are, and RQ2 signals how 
strong the organizational drivers to overcome the gaps are.  
 

1.5 Delimitations 

This study focuses on large and complex manufacturing organizations, with substantial 
and heterogeneous product portfolios and immature S&OP processes. Research focus 
is on the demand-facing functions (Marketing and Sales) and the supply-facing 
functions (Manufacturing, Logistics and Sourcing) since their S&OP involvement are 
more central than other functions such as Research & Development, Human 
Resources and Finance. However, aspects that consider input from the Finance 
function are discussed.  
 
The literature reviewed comprises expert/consultancy books and reports, and scientific 
articles in order to provide a general view of the existing body of knowledge. However, 
for research analysis literature is delimited to theory regarding S&OP process maturity 
models, S&OP objectives and incentives, procedural views and definitions of a 
standard level processes.  
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1.6 Thesis Outline 

 
Chapter 1 - Introduction 
This chapter introduces the problem background and relevance of the study. Further, 
the problem formulation, the research objective, the research questions, limitations and 
delimitations are presented.  
 
Chapter 2 – Method 
In order to ensure the rigor in terms of reliability and validity of this study, the research 
design and process, including all phases of the study, are elaborated and motivated in 
this chapter.   
 
Chapter 3 – Literature Review 
In this chapter current literature are reviewed and presented. Firstly, a general 
approach to S&OP provides a background. Secondly, more narrow concepts that 
enables analysis in pair with the empirical answers to RQ1 and RQ2 is brought 
forward, as well as a standard process example that serves as the theory foundation for 
the MRQ analysis.  
 
Chapter 4 – Results and Analysis 
The empirical results, thus answers to RQ1 and RQ2 are explicitly presented in this 
chapter in order to clearly follow the research design.   The results are then analyzed in 
pair with relevant literature from Chapter 3. Finally, the main research question (MRQ) 
is answered, through these findings mapped in a standard S&OP process. However, 
the chapter starts with a brief contextualization of the focal company. 
 
Chapter 5 – Final Conclusions 
In this chapter the main results of the study, limitations, managerial implications and 
suggestions for future research are summarized and discussed. 



    

 6 

2 METHOD 

___________________________________________________________________ 
In order to ensure the rigor in terms of reliability and validity of this study, the research design (Figure 
1) and process is presented and motivated in this chapter. The process is illustrated in Figure 2 and 
explained in sequence.  
___________________________________________________________________  
 

2.1 Research Design 

In their S&OP research synthesis, Thomé et al (2012) concludes that there is a lack of 
case studies of the process in different cultural and industrial settings. More, case 
studies contribute to theory building through observation of phenomena in the world 
of operations management, which has not been empirically tested (Stuart et al, 2002). 
These factors provided an opportunity to contribute to the operations management 
literature, by focusing on the Sales and Operations Planning process. Thus, given the 
nature and context of the research problem, an in-depth case study method was 
assumed to be adequate in order to fill the research objective. Since the research 
process aimed at establishing and understanding patterns rather than confirming a 
hypothesis, the study had an inductive approach (Collis & Hussey, 2009).  

 
The first thing, subsequent to the decision of performing case research and the 
approach, was to decide upon the research framework and questions. Case studies 
have proven to be good at answering why, what and how questions, which also can 
lead to theory testing (Voss et al, 2002). Thus, the research questions used in this study 
is formulated as how and what questions (presented and motivated in chapter 1.4). 
 
Figure 1 illustrates the research framework and how the empirical findings, based on 
the RQs, were analyzed in pair with relevant theory in order to subsequently provide 
answers to the MRQ, thus fill the research objective. The framework and methods for 
gathering and analyzing literature and empirical data is further elaborated in the next 
chapter (2.2. Research Process). 
 
Typically, the prime source of data in case research is structured interviews, often 
backed up by unstructured interviews and interactions. This correlates to a qualitative 
research method, with a fundamental interpretivist research paradigm.  Interpretivism 
is characterized by the believe that social reality is subjective and the object being 
researched and the researchers mind is inseparable, it is impossible to separate what 
exists in the social reality from what is interpreted by the researcher (Collis & Hussey, 
2009). According to Voss et al (2002), other sources of qualitative data include 
personal observation, informal conversations, attendance in meetings and events etc. 
During the first phase of this study, contextualization, these other sources of data was 
used. Later on, in the third phase, more in-depth semi-structured interviews were 
carried out. This course of events is described in the next chapter.  
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Figure 1. The research framework and logic illustrated in a flowchart. 

 

2.2 Research Process 

A well-structured process facilitates the study and also enables the validity to be 
evaluated (Yin, 2009). Hence, a process structure was developed early on in the project 
and the resulting process is illustrated in Figure 2 below. The process consists of four 
major phases. During the entire process, the writing process has been continuous. 
Further, meetings with supervisors both at the focal company1 and at the 
corresponding institution at KTH2, has served as project tollgates. These meetings are 
illustrated in the bottom of the figure, the red ovals show meetings with the KTH 
supervisor, and the purple rhombs shows meetings with focal company 
representatives.  A seminar series with peers and the examiner has provided regular 
input and feedback into the project, in general terms as well as peer opposition to the 
work done so far. Each seminar is represented by the yellow rectangles in Figure 2. 

                                                
1 Atlas Copco Tools, ACT 
2 Kungliga Tekniska högskolan, KTH 
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collection
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Figure 2.  The research process illustrated in sequential phases (left to right). 

 

2.2.1 Phase 1: Contextualization 

As case research requires time, resources and commitment from the organization, it is 
important that there is relevance and value of the research and that it is outlined (Voss 
et al, 2002). Hence, the contextualization phase important in order to understand the 
context of the focal company, and scanning current literature in order to grasp the 
scope of the research area. Understanding the organization and the S&OP process, 
simplified the verbalization of relevance and value for the focal company. 
 
Literature, in this phase, was collected through the scientific databases and physical 
literature provided by the KTH library. Foremost, articles and books on S&OP and 
demand forecasting were of primer interest. By scanning and assessing scientific 
journals with many articles published on these topics, an overview of the existing body 
of knowledge and the most recognized experts and published researchers was 
achieved. Further, consultancy reports published by recognized firms were also 
included in this phase.             
 
The company context was mapped through unstructured interviews with key roles, 
observations in meetings; seminars; and webinars that comprised discussions of 
demand forecasting and S&OP initiatives. At these occasions, notes were taken and 
used in workshop sessions where links and differences were identified, which in turn 
formed new questions that were brought back to the interviewees on subsequent 
occasions.  More, a study visit at the main factory provided focus on the production 
planning process and following the production flow – from raw material arrival, 
through the component work shop, assembly groups, to quality assurance testing and 
packing. All unstructured interviews from phase 1 are presented in Table 1 below. 
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Role of Interviewee Interview purpose was 
to understand: 

Occasions Timeframe 

Forecasting and Inventory 
Management 
 

Logistics organization, 
the supply chain set up, 
utilized system support, 
how statistic forecasts 
are made and used 

4 30 min – 3 h 

Supplier Developer Relations and 
cooperation with major 
suppliers  

3 1 h – 1 h 30 min 

Production Planning 
Manager 

Production planning, 
value flows in the 
factory, the 
manufacturing 
organization set up  

1 2 h + 2 h 

Component Work Shop 
Machine Operator  

Factory flow and layout 1 1 h 30 min 

Project Leader for a Change 
Project Involving Tactical 
& Strategic Level Planning 

The project: reasons 
behind, work done so 
far, results 

1 1 h 

Table 1. Overview of unstructured interviews in the contextualization phase. 
 
In order to gain deeper knowledge of S&OP in practice, a seminar on the topic 
provided by a supply chain management interest organization was attended. During the 
seminar, an experienced S&OP practitioner held a presentation, which was 
complemented by discussions amongst the attendees. The attendees were 
representatives with key roles in their respective company’s S&OP process. The 
seminar was held at a neutral conference center in central Stockholm and lasted for 
approximately three hours.  
 
The phase started and ended with meetings with the supervisor at KTH, as well as 
meetings at the focal company. The first two meetings were merely introductions of 
the research problem and the company. The writing process during this phase 
generated a Thesis Proposal (TP), which was reviewed by peers prior to Seminar 1. 
The TP was also discussed with the supervisor at KTH and ACT representatives at the 
meetings that ended the phase.  

2.2.2 Phase 2: Research Focus Concepts 

Based on input from the three separate events that ended phase one and initiated 
phase two, the TP was processed and reworked into two different research focus 
concepts. The concepts were presented at ACT, to the supervisor and also reviewed by 
peers. The concepts contained elaborations of the research relevance, proposed 
research questions and contribution. Considering input from these meetings and 
feedback from peers, the final research focus, spin and contribution, as well as research 
questions was decided upon.  
 
The first phase started in the broad perspective of contextualization, where a wide 
perspective is necessary to grasp the magnitude of the research area, as well as the focal 
company context. The process narrows down into phase two where the research 
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design is pinned down. Figure 2, illustrates the process nature of the first two phases 
with a funnel that transcends into phase three. 

2.2.3 Phase 3: The Research Cycle 

With the research questions in the center, the third phase was an iterative process, 
which is illustrated as a cycle in Figure 2. The cycle consisted of three distinct elements: 
literature review, data gathering and analysis. Below, each of these elements is 
elaborated further.  

Literature Review 

In this phase, the literature reviewed was directly correlated to the research questions 
and collected in the same manner as in the Contextualization phase. In order to 
provide a maturity framework that could be utilized as the basis for analyzing the “as-
is” planning situation at the focal company; a synthesis of existing frameworks was 
carried out. Thomé et al (2012) presented a list of existing maturity frameworks found 
in literature up to that point in time. These were gathered and evaluated from 
benchmarks related to academic rigor and level of detail. A few had gone through 
updates, which were incorporated in the review. More, the evaluation provided the 
definition and criteria of a standard S&OP process, which in turn enabled 
identification of the gap between the diagnosed current state and the standard level 
stage.   
 
Much S&OP literature focus on explaining benefits and motivations for practitioners 
to implement and evolve in the process. This literature was reviewed and the major 
arguments for an organization to evolve in S&OP were gathered in order to compare 
with the objectives and incentives that were identified at the focal company (RQ2). 
Further, the literature was searched for engagements that would fit in each dimension 
of the selected maturity framework.  
 
Much of the literature on the S&OP process stems from the industry and is written by 
practitioners and consultants. Hence, much is based on the authors’ personal 
experiences and opinions. In order to increase credibility when using and citing such 
sources, attempts to use multiple sources that strengthen the statements has been 
consistently carried out. Further, all of the expert literature used in this study are also 
cited and used as sources in academic literature.   

Data Gathering  

In order to answer the research questions in the cycle center, the data collected must 
provide in-depth knowledge and be of qualitative nature. According to Easterby-Smith 
et al (1991), semi-structured interviews are appropriate to use when it is necessary to 
understand the context, when the step-by-step logic is unclear, or when the subject is 
sensitive. The semi-structured approach means that only some of the questions are 
prepared beforehand and open-ended. This is to encourage the interviewee to explore 
the answers further for the interviewer to obtain in-depth knowledge (Collis & Hussey, 
2009). The interviews was conducted by both authors, one interviewer handled the 
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questions with the perspective of personal interaction, while the other took notes and 
added other more distant observations. Thereby, the advantages from multiple 
investigators were obtained (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988). 
 
The critical incident technique, where the interviewee is encouraged to tell their version 
of story using their own words (Collis & Hussey, 2009), was used in most interviews. 
The interviewees were offered anonymity to encourage in-depth responses. Further, 
interviewees were all asked for permission to record the interview, for the purpose of 
transcription and further analysis. Since an S&OP process is cross-functional, the aim 
was to interview key positions in each function. Nevertheless, the most important 
objective was to understand and map the current supply and demand planning process 
to answer RQ1. Thus, these roles were prioritized in the interview sample. These 
individuals were also the key in identifying the implicit objectives and implications, but 
also potential resistance to change. In order to answer RQ2, the explicit organizational 
objectives, senior executives were interviewed as well. The sample is visualized in 
Figure 3.  Further details on dates, timeframes, locations as well as interview protocols 
for each interview are provided in Appendix I. 
 
The interviews were complemented with non-participant observations at meetings. 
This is important to get a more unbiased perspective on the unit of analysis in the 
natural setting (Collis & Hussey, 2009). The observations was combined with protocol 
analysis where the aim was to identify the mental processes, on a few occasions 
participants were asked to describe the process after the particular meeting. In Figure 
3, these occasions are shown. It might seem one-dimensional to mainly participate in 
sessions regarding IT support. However, the software issue is of great magnitude in 
S&OP discussions due to multiple factors. These observations provided rare 
opportunities to observe internal employee discussions regarding supply planning, 
consultant’s selling strategies, as well as deeper understanding of S&OP software 
support in general.   
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Figure 3. Overview of the data collection phase, with roles at the demand- and supply-facing 
functions, a complimentary interview and observations.  

 
To strengthen the findings and conclusion a complimentary interview was performed 
at a non-competitor within the industry, ABB Measurement Products in Vasterås, 
whom has a well-integrated and functioning S&OP process. This complimentary 
interview was not designed separately; rather it followed the semi-structured interview 
method as mentioned above. The interviewee is considered an S&OP expert by the 
Swedish supply chain interest organization SILF (Svenska Inköps- & 
Logistikförbundet) and holds lectures and seminars on the topic for practitioners 
across the country. 
 

Data analysis  

The last part of the phase three cycle, is the data analysis. The empirical data was 
analyzed paired with literature as shown in Figure 1, where the blue triangles represent 
the analysis and the result. The overall idea with within-case analysis is to get totally 
familiar with the collected material and be able to build up separate descriptions of 
events and the phenomena and patterns would be possible to identify (Collis & 
Hussey, 2009). This approach stresses the importance of notes, field notes and write-
ups after each interview and observation to obtain the large quantity of data necessary 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). Hence, one researcher always had the responsibility to take notes in 
any type of situation and the interviews were transcribed and summarized as soon as 
possible after each interview or observation session, which increases recall and 
facilitates follow-ups and filling in gaps in the data (Voss et al, 2002).  
 
Cross-case analysis approach was utilized in this study. In cross-case analysis 
similarities and differences are drawn from the interviews case and used to identify 
patterns (Collis & Hussey, 2009). The collected data was sorted by type of collecting 
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method i.e. interviews, observations etc. and when a pattern from one source was 
strengthened by another, the finding was emphasized. According to Eisenhardt (1989), 
this method increase case research rigor.  
 
In relation to RQ1, the planning process was mapped in an information flowchart and 
described. Next, the current planning processes was compared with the criteria in the 
maturity framework and a diagnosis was pinned down. Once the diagnosis was set, the 
differences between the organizations current maturity stage and a standard S&OP 
process was defined.  
 
Since the second research question seeks to identify both explicit and implicit drivers, 
different means of analysis was used. The explicit objectives and incentives were 
naturally easier to identify, since they were answers to direct interview questions. The 
implicit motivations and resistances were more complex to distinguish and to an extent 
assumptions and links connected by the researchers. Hence, risk of researcher bias or 
interpretative errors was larger during this part of the analysis. Nevertheless, this risk 
was limited by transcript and draft reviews by key informants (Gibbert et al, 2008).  
 
This analysis ended in identified forces (and resistance) for driving maturity in Sales & 
Operations Planning. The final analysis paired RQ1 and RQ2 with theory of a standard 
level process, thus provided an answer to the MRQ by identifying obstacles for 
complex manufacturing organizations to operationalize a standard level S&OP process.   
 
More, related to data analysis is the definitions of primary and secondary data. In this 
thesis Primary data is defined as data generated from an original source, own 
observations and interviews and so forth (Collis & Hussey, 2009). Thus, Atlas Copco 
Tools is considered as an original source and therefore the company material primary 
data as well. Secondary data is the data collected from an existing source such as 
literature where the data already exists, i.e. scientific articles, consultancy reports, 
books, websites etc. 
    

2.2.4 Phase 4: Dissemination 

The third phase ended and the fourth phase begun with meetings at with the 
supervisors at both KTH and ACT, to discuss results from phase 3 and receive input 
on report structure and so forth. Phase 4 had one major focus, the report. Even 
though the writing process has been continuous throughout the process, structuring 
and rewriting texts in order to make the study accessible for readers and has been a 
priority. The final seminar in the series was the last tollgate in the project. Finalizing 
report with peer opposition input provided at this seminar and presenting results at the 
focal company was the end of this research process.  

 

2.3 Validity and Reliability 

In general, a case study is difficult to replicate since the phenomena exists within a 
specific context (Collis and Hussey, 2009), therefore the reliability might be questioned. 
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Since the nature of an interpretivist qualitative study is the subjective and ever-
changing reality it is more relevant to discuss trustworthiness and the rigor of the 
research design (Merriam, 1995). Hence, designing, performing, and testing the 
research in a manner that ensures research rigor is of utter importance.  
 
Gibbert et al (2008), created a framework for testing the methodical rigor of case 
studies. They used this model to test the reliability and validity of a substantial amount 
of case study research published in leading management journals. Thus, this framework 
provides actions and measures that were used to ensure the rigor of this case study as 
well. The model is built of four criteria that origin in the positivist tradition: internal 
validity, construct validity, external validity, and reliability. Below, each of these 
dimensions are developed and criteria that should ensure rigor in relation to this 
research. 

 

2.3.1 Internal Validity 

Also known as ´logical validity´, internal validity refers to the causal relationships 
between variables and results, thus the data analysis phase (Yin, 1994). The following 
actions has been carried out to ensure the internal validity: 

• This study provides research a framework explicitly derived from 
literature. Further, multiple frameworks has been assessed in the report 
and the chosen model motivated. 

• Pattern matching between empirical results and those reported by other 
authors, has been carried out. 

• Multiple theory sources, with different theoretical lenses and bodies of 
literature used, both as research framework and as a basis to interpret 
findings. 
 

2.3.2 Construct Validity 

The construct validity needs to be considered during the data collection phase. It refers 
to what extent a study investigates what it claims to investigate (Yin, 1994). In order to 
ensure the construct validity, these measures has been taken: 

• The following multiple data sources has been used: 
o Archival data (internal presentations, annual reports) 
o Original in-depth interviews carried out by researchers 
o Direct observation derived data by researchers 
o Complimentary interview performed by researchers 

• Review of transcripts and drafts by peers (academics not co-authoring 
the paper) 

• Review of transcripts and draft by key informants in the focal 
organization. 

• Explanation of how the data has been collected, as well as a description 
of the data analysis procedure, is provided in the Method chapter. 
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2.3.3 External Validity 

Also referred to as generalizability, the external validity relates to the extent that the 
researched phenomenon is valid not just in the studied setting, but also in other 
settings. Single case studies do not allow for statistical generalization, however, 
analytical generalization that refers to generalization from empirical observations to 
theory rather than population is possible (Yin, 1994). The following bullets should 
ensure the external validity: 

• A cross-case analysis through a complimentary interview has been done  
• An explanation of why this case study was appropriate in view of 

research question is provided in the Introduction chapter. 
• Details of case study context are explained in chapter 4.1. 

2.3.4 Reliability 

Reliability refers to the enabling of subsequent researchers to reach the same results, 
provided that they carried out the study along the same study again (Denzin and 
Lincoln, 1994). The reliability is ensured through: 

• A case study database (With all available documents, interview 
transcripts and recordings, archival data, etc.) is available on request. 

• The organization’s actual name is given   
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3 LITERATURE REVIEW 

___________________________________________________________________ 
In this chapter current literature are reviewed and presented. Firstly, a general approach to S&OP 
provides a background. Secondly, more narrow concepts that enables analysis in pair with the empirical 
answers to RQ1 and RQ2 is brought forward, as well as a standard process example that serves as 
the theory fundament for the MRQ analysis.  
___________________________________________________________________  
 
The literature review is built in steps and presented in order in this chapter. The first 
step provides a general introduction to S&OP. The remaining four parts corresponds 
to analysis of results relating to the respective RQs and MRQ, which is illustrated in 
Figure 1 in chapter 2.1 and elaborated in the Data analysis section in chapter 2.2. Below, 
the structure of the Literature Review chapter is shown in Figure 4.  

 
Figure 4. The literature review structure of this study 

 

3.1 Introduction to Sales & Operations Planning  

The first book that documented the S&OP process was published in 1988. It is called 
“Orchestrating Success” and written by Walt Goddard and Richard Ling. In this book, 
Goddard and Ling, refers to S&OP as a widely proven, effective tool for gaining 
greater control over companies’ operations.  According to Sheldon (2006), much has 
been learned and improved since then and S&OP has grown into a strategic weapon in 
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a very competitive world. The significance of the process is further stressed by 
Dougherty and Gray (2006), which refer to S&OP as one of the most important 
business processes of the last 20 years. More, Wallace (2006) argues that S&OP solves 
chronic problems related to business forecasting and Sheldon (2006) rather poetically 
explains the process with the following quote: 
 
“The S&OP process is the forced event that requires issues to be looked at and decisions made by top 
management as to how the business will react to changes – If at all.  The S&OP does not take the 

place of good judgment or provide easy answers. The process simply forces the right people to talk about 
the right areas of focus in a timely manner. This often increases the chances of making the right 

decisions in the right time frames. “ 
Sheldon (2006) 

 
The authors mentioned above are recognized practitioners and consultants from the 
industry, where most literature on S&OP originates. In academia, S&OP has only 
developed as a holistic business process during recent years. Yet, the notion of S&OP 
is nothing new under the sun. Conceptually, it has evolved from Aggregate Production 
Planning (APP) in the early 50’s, via Manufacturing Resource Planning (MRP II) in the 
mid 80’s, into a business process that aligns sales and production within the firm and in 
the supply chain (Thomé et.al. 2012). Olhager et al (2001) states that some authors still 
use S&OP synonymously with APP, but that they should be distinguished. APP should 
be seen as a part of the S&OP process, which he sees as long-term planning of 
production and sales relative the forecasted demand and the supply of capacity 
(Olhager, 2000; Olhager et al., 2001; Olhager & Rudberg, 2002; Olhager & Selldin, 
2007). Hence, the role of S&OP is to balance supply and demand (see figure X) 
(Sheldon, 2006) and provide early warning signs whenever they become imbalanced 
(Singh, 2011).  
 

Figure 5. Illustrates the S&OP role to balance of demand and supply.  
(Dougherty & Gray, 2006; Sheldon, 2006)  

 
Feng et al. (2007), extends the definition by adding that the purpose is to balance 
demand and all the supply capabilities of production, distribution, procurement, and 
finance to ensure the plans and performances of all business functions are aligned to 
support the business strategic plan. Researchers Watson and Oliva (2011), concludes 
that an S&OP process can fulfill both the information-processing, collaborative-

Demand Supply
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assessment and problem-solving requirements of simultaneous demand and supply 
management. 
 
Different authors place the S&OP process at different levels of planning hierarchy 
(Thomé et al., 2012). The majority describes S&OP a tactical planning tool, which is 
applied once business and strategic plans are established, and bridging these plans to 
operations. However, Olhager and his co-authors (Olhager et al., 2001; Olhager & 
Rudberg, 2002; Olhager & Selldin, 2007), argue that even though balancing supply and 
demand at aggregate or product level is tactical, proactive actions of reducing or 
increasing productive capacity for instance – are clearly strategic issues. Thus, they 
define S&OP as partly tactical and partly strategic.    
 
Goddard and Ling (1988) describes S&OP as a dynamic process in which the 
company’s operating plan is updated on a regular monthly or more frequent basis. 
Most literature agrees on the emphasis of regular meetings, however, the frequency is 
more debated and mostly ranges from weekly to monthly (Thomé et al. 2011; Singh, 
2011). Process planning cycles range from 3 to 18 months (Thomé et al. 2012). 
Olhager (2013) stresses the value of a longer-term planning horizon of 15-18 months, 
since it enables evaluations of capacity investments.  
 
Normally, the focus in an S&OP process is on aggregate level of a family of products 
(Thomé et al, 2012; Singh, 2011). These groups are typically based on product 
characteristics (Olhager, 2013). However, there are examples of SKU-based S&OP and 
processes that combine both product family level and SKU-level on selected items.  
Singh (2011) states that the aggregated demand may need to be broken down to the 
individual product level, in order to fulfill the financial goals and establish capacity 
feasibility.  
 
Organizations that are not sufficiently balancing their demand and supply might suffer 
serious consequences (Dougherty & Grey, 2006). The capability to see the rise or fall 
in projected demand allows companies to take adequate strategic action (Singh, 2011). 
If demand greatly exceeds supply - customer service suffers, business might be lost, 
there will be increased costs of overtime and premium frights, even quality issues 
might appear since the organization are under pressure to ship products (Dougherty & 
Grey 2006). However, if the projected demand shows an increase, capacity can be 
added, procurement can be planned, and logistics plans can be modified ahead of time 
(Singh, 2011).  On the other hand if supply substantially exceeds demand, inventory 
costs increase and cash flow suffers (Wallace, 2006; Dougherty & Grey, 2006), but if 
the decreased demand are foreseen, material procurement can be reduced, and logistics 
and production plans can be adjusted proactively (Singh, 2011). Thus, the better job 
that is done balancing these two elements of business, the more likely the business will 
succeed (Sheldon, 2006).  
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3.2 S&OP Objectives and Incentives 

Sales and Operations are two core business functions in a company and their decisions 
severely impacts the company’s financial performance, operational efficiency, and 
service level. Traditionally, these functions make their decisions in a decoupled manner 
(Feng et al., 2008) and each function is expected to perform specific value-adding 
activities. This specialization leads to variances in objectives (Hahn et al., 2000), which 
often is disadvantageous to the overall business objective: maximizing the profit 
margin (Singh, 2011). This implies that each function in the organization might be 
performing optimally and reaching their goals, but because of the contradictory nature 
of the functional objectives, the organizational synergy is lost.  
 

 
 

Figure 6. Example of conflicting functional objectives in an organization. 
 

Singh (2011) exemplified functional objectives and reasons behind their conflicting 
nature. In Figure 6, this example is visualized. He argues that the objective of the Sales 
and Marketing organizations is to maximize sales and revenue, contradicts the 
objective of reduced inventories, which the Inventory control function is measured on. 
This misalignment can be due to a number of reasons, e.g. lack of cross-functional 
communication, IT that only support individual functions and an inability to see and 
understand the bigger picture. Feng et al. (2008) adds that the decoupled function 
approach reduces decision complexity, but limits the potential of further cost reduction 
and profitability, and can also result in unfeasible solutions.  
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Singh (2011) argues that the aim of an S&OP process is to address the root cause of 
the problems of conflicting functional objectives (see Figure 6). By developing a sound 
business process, which aligns the strategic and financial objectives with the functional 
objectives on a routine bases, these issues are dealt with. Goddard and Ling (1988) 
define and list the objectives of S&OP as follows:  
 

• Support and measure the business plan 
• Ensure that the plans are realistic 
• Effectively manage change 
• Better manage finished good inventory and/or  

backlog to support customer service 
• Measure performance 
• Build team work 

 
More, Thomé et al. (2012) discovered a large variety of S&OP drivers and goals in 
their literature synthesis. Examples of these are: reduction of inventories, improved 
forecasts, integrating plans intra- and inter-firms, and improving results by optimizing 
revenues and profits. Hence, literature seems to focus on different echelons of the 
organizations. The ultimate and overall objective of optimizing profits and revenues is 
supported by sub-objectives of improving planning and organizational efficiency. This 
indicates that company context is an important factor and determines what the driving 
incentives for the process at the individual organization should be. Thus, if an 
organization is perceived to have too high finished goods inventory levels, this can be 
an S&OP driver. However, if the objective of reduced inventory levels is not aligned 
with strategic and financial objectives it becomes contradictive.      
 

3.3 S&OP Maturity Model Synthesis 

Efforts to systemize research on S&OP and defining it as a business process, has in 
many cases ended up in the form of maturity models (Thomé et al, 2012).  A maturity 
model is a framework that consists of multiple evolutionary and successive stages in 
the advancement of business processes (Lapide, 2004). There are various and quite 
diverse S&OP maturity models and they vary in number of maturity stages as well as in 
their descriptions of inputs, process components, and outputs. Thomé et al (2012) 
suggests that the fact that authors adopt diverse sets of maturity models implies that it 
is difficult to concentrate results in S&OP practice. In Table 2, all maturity models 
identified in current literature are presented with the benchmarks used to evaluate the 
appropriateness for serving as a basis for analysis in this study.   
 
Wing and Perry (2001) is one of the earlier models (Thomé et al., 2012), which present 
a three-stage S&OP maturity framework with focus on IT-systems. Stage 1 is the least 
mature stage where the IT-solutions are already well integrated within the organization, 
and moving towards Stage 2 and 3 collaboration with suppliers and customers 
intensifies. Hence, the framework starts in a relatively evolved stage and only 
incorporates one dimension of the process, IT-system support. The model is built on 
the author’s experiences and do not provide empirical support.   
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Lapide (2005) introduced a four-stage model where the first step is the least advanced 
process and the fourth step an ideal process. Although the categories are few the 
description of the stages are relatively elaborated and provides some insights to what is 
necessary for advancement. The fourth step is, according to Lapide, unachievable in 
reality and should be used as a benchmark to strive for. There are three categories; 
meetings, process, and technology support. Although Dr. Larry Lapide is a recognized 
practitioner within supply chain management and has extensive expertise in industry, 
consulting, business research and academia, where his work is frequently cited (Thomé 
et al., 2012; Grimson & Pyke, 2007; Watson & Oliva, 2011; Olhager, 2013), just like 
Wing and Perry (2001), the article and model are based on personal experience rather 
than research. 

 
Ventana Research is a consultancy firm that uses their own trademarked maturity 
framework to evaluate the maturity of organizations’ business processes. In this White 
Paper from 2006, companies’ S&OP processes are evaluated in this standard model, 
which has four stages of maturity; tactical, advanced, strategic, and innovative. Since, 
the maturity framework is not developed in an explicit S&OP context, has neither 
categories nor criteria for the stages the model is not useful for this research.  
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Author Type/ 

published 
Type of 
findings 

Praise Criticism Stages / 
Categories 

Wing & 
Perry, 2001 

Pharmaceutical 
technology 

Authors’ 
experience 

 -‐ Only one category 
compared to the 
other frameworks  

3/1 

Elbaum 
(Aberdeen), 
2004 

Consultancy 
report 

 

Empirical -‐ Large base of 
survey 
respondents 

-‐ Well known firm 

-‐ Lacks scientific 
foundation 

-‐ Self assessment 
-‐ Not published 

3/6 

Lapide, 2005 Journal of 
Business 
Forecasting 

Author’s 
experience 

-‐ Well known and 
respected author 

-‐ Journal lacks 
recognition 

-‐ Lacks scientific 
and empirical 
references 

4/3 

Ventana 
Research, 
2006 

White paper Empirical -‐ Large base of 
survey 
respondents  

-‐ A generic maturity 
process, not 
explicit S&OP 

-‐ Self assessment 
-‐ Not published 

4/- 

Grimson & 
Pyke, 2007 

International 
Journal of 
Logistics 
management 

Empirical 
and scientific 

-‐ Based on 
Elbaum and 
Lapide, 
evaluated in 
empirical cases 

-‐ Outstanding 
paper award 

 

-‐ Based on 
frameworks with 
limited empirical 
support 

-‐ Journal lacks 
recognition 

5/5 

Feng et. al., 
2008  

Journal of 
production 
economics h-77 

Empirical 
and scientific 

-‐ Quantitative 
approach 

-‐ Only MTO 
evidence 

-‐ Categories not 
comparable 

3/2 

Viswanathan 
(Aberdeen), 
2009 

Consultancy 
report 

Empirical -‐ Large base of 
respondents 

-‐ Well known firm 

-‐ Lacks scientific 
foundation 

-‐ Self assessment 
-‐ Criterions derived 

from the survey 
-‐ Not published 

3/5 
 
 
 

Cacere et al. 
(AMR 
research), 
2009 

Consultancy 
report 

Empirical -‐ Large number of 
company 
interviews 

-‐ Lacks scientific 
foundation 

-‐ Not published 

4/4 

Ball 
(Aberdeen), 
2013 

Consultancy 
report 

Empirical -‐ Large base of 
respondents 

-‐ Well known firm 

-‐ Lacks scientific 
foundation 

-‐ Self assessment 
-‐ Not published 
-‐ Not an S&OP 

framework 

3/- 

Tohamy et 
al. (Gartner), 
2013 

Consultancy 
report 

Authors’ 
experience 

-‐ Well known firm 
-‐ Builds on AMT 

research with 
company 
interviews 

-‐ Unclear empirical 
findings 

-‐ Not published 

5/6 

Table 2.  All identified S&OP maturity frameworks in current literature. The columns show 
benchmarks used to compare and assess the models.  
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Feng et al (2008) presents a numerical simulation comparing Decoupled Plans (1), 
Partially Integrated Plans (2) and Fully Integrated Plans (3) using different algorithms. 
The paper can be interpreted as maturity framework with the three types of plans 
mentioned above as the maturity stages and the categories compared are “Planned 
Centrally” and “Planned Locally”. The findings show that even an immature S&OP 
process is more profitable. The case study and the results are based solely on a Make-
to-Order manufacturing system. The article presents scientific investigations, yet the 
lack of dimensions and criteria to fundament an organizational diagnosis makes it 
insufficient for this case.  
  
Elbaum (2004) is a consultancy report from Aberdeen Group summarizing a large 
survey with over 200 respondents within the topic of S&OP. The maturity framework 
consists of three stages; “laggards”, “industry average”, and “best in class”. The survey 
is based on self-assessment; the respondents were not given specific instructions e.g. 
formula for calculating the six requested KPIs, which makes the survey open for 
interpretation and inconsistency. Furthermore, the gap between the stages appears to 
be substantial. Therefore the framework is not considered to be a good fit for this 
study. 
 
Viswanathan (2009) is a consultancy report from Aberdeen Group presenting a 
maturity framework, like Elbaum (2004). This report is also based on a large survey 
and the maturity framework consists of “laggards”, “industry average”, and “best in 
class”. However, in this maturity framework the positioning of the stages is decided on 
three KPIs; customer service levels, average cash conversion cycle, and average 
forecast accuracy. Best in class is the top 18% of the respondents, industry average the 
middle 54% and laggards the bottom 28%. The criteria are then derived from the 
results of the survey. Similar to the critique of Elbaum (2004), the respondents were 
not provided with clear instructions for the self-assessment, and the gap between the 
stages appears too large to be feasible. The connection between the KPIs used for 
determining the maturity level and S&OP is also unclear. 
 
Ball (2013) is the latest maturity framework from Aberdeen Group based on a large 
respondent survey. Ball uses the same stages as Elbaum (2004) and Viswanathan 
(2009); laggards, industry average, and best in class. Furthermore, Ball uses the same 
KPIs as Viswanathan to determine the maturity stage. Thus, this Aberdeen version 
basically is a copy of its predecessors and faulted on the same factors.  
 
Cecere et al. and AMR Research presented consultancy report on S&OP in 2009. It 
was based on five years of research, comprising interviews with over 80 companies and 
S&OP consultancy assignments. The maturity framework consists of four stages; 
Reacting, Anticipating, Collaborating, and Orchestrating. The stages are based on four 
categories; Balance S&OP, Goal, Ownership, and Metrics. AMR Research is now 
owned by the well-known firm Gartner, which has developed the model during 2013, 
and replaced the four-stage maturity framework with a new version by Tohamy et. al. 
(2013). The new framework consists of five stages; React, Anticipate, Integrate, 
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Collaborate, and Orchestrate. Furthermore, the new framework has six categories 
rather than four and is more elaborate than the earlier four-stage framework.  
 
Despite industry recognition and large surveys behind the research, there is an 
elemental issue with all the mentioned consultancy reports that should be taken into 
consideration. There is an imminent risk of bias since the purpose of writing such 
reports are naturally to gain consultancy business. Hence, these models are avoided 
unless scientifically tested.  
 
Grimson and Pyke (2007) produced a scientific article published in the International 
Journal of Logistics Management and received the “Outstanding paper award” by the 
Emerald Literati Network in 2008. The purpose of the paper is to form a maturity 
framework based on the models by Lapide (2005) and Elbaum (2004), and empirically 
test the framework on fifteen companies throughout different industries. The resulting 
maturity framework consists of five stages, which assess organizations in five 
categories.  
 
The major criticism for both Elbaum (2004) and Lapide (2005) was the lack of 
scientific and in-depth empirical evidence, which Grimson and Pyke (2007) provide 
with their research. The publishing journal lacks recognition but the paper is cited in 
several articles published in higher ranked journals. Which in combination with 
receiving the “Outstanding paper award”, must be considered as sufficient academic 
rigor. The maturity framework is, due to the well-elaborated stages, considered a good 
fit for the study and the engagements necessary for advancement feasible. The paper 
and maturity framework will be explained further in the next chapter. 

 

3.3.1 The Grimson & Pyke Maturity Model 

The framework chosen for this study was published in a research paper by Grimson 
and Pyke (2007) called “Sales and operations planning: an exploratory study and framework”. In 
the article, the authors seek to draw conclusions between firm type and its degree of 
S&OP maturity. The framework is designed to help managers to understand how 
effective their S&OP processes are and how to progress.  
 
The Grimson and Pyke (2007) maturity model comprises five stages of process 
maturity: No S&OP process, Reactive, Standard, Advanced and Proactive. Each stage 
is assessed in five dimensions: Meetings & Collaboration, Organization, Measurements, 
Information Technology and S&OP Plan Integration (see Table 3). Each dimension 
contains criteria for each stage of maturity. Notable is that the researchers state that to 
their knowledge, there is currently (in 2007) no company in Stage 5 (Proactive). 
Although, the Proactive stage could be considered ideal and practically impossible to 
achieve, they argue that it should be the process aim for organizations. Since slight 
variations in definitions of S&OP exists, in order to be clear, according to Grimson 
and Pyke (2007) the definition of S&OP is:  
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“A business process that links the corporate strategic plan to daily operations plans and enables 
companies to balance demand and supply” 

Grimson and Pyke (2007) 
 
More, they define the planning horizon as the next 1-18 months and applied to 
product families rather than SKUs. Like most other authors, they argue ultimate 
purpose of S&OP is profit optimization. These definitions correlate with literature 
presented in the previous chapters, and thus enhance generalizability. Since the focal 
company is in an early maturity phase and a Standard process (Stage 3) is the target, 
due to the presence of executive meetings, a bottom-up approach and the sales 
organization being measured on the forecast accuracy. Therefore, Stages 4 (Advanced) 
and 5 (Proactive) are not relevant to this study. Hence, in this chapter Stages 1 to 3 is 
developed and explained in the five dimensions presented above. The main literature 
source of the following chapters (3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.5.3) is naturally Grimson and Pyke 
(2007), if nothing else is specified. 

Stage 1: No S&OP Process 

A Stage 1 organization is characterized by the lack of S&OP meetings, functions, and 
cross-functional measurements. At this stage usually few knows what S&OP is or have 
heard about it. There is virtually no collaboration between Sales and Operations. 
Rather the interaction is limited to resolving customer related issues. The only cross-
functional meetings occur on a top management level and do not discuss S&OP.  
 
The demand plan compiled by Sales is of low quality and often inflated to compensate 
for late deliveries etc. and the plan is not communicated to Operations. Hence, 
production is planned based on the available forecast and deviations are handled 
reactively. The plans are usually based on very low-tech IT systems such as excel 
spreadsheets. The financial plans is not incorporated with either the demand or supply 
plan nor does it include any constraints regarding market development, production 
capacity, or inventory.  
 
The organization is measured on the traditional functional measures, Sales is measured 
on volume and revenue targets. There are no cross-functional measurements or 
objectives. Basically, there is no S&OP process; operations attempt to meet incoming 
orders without any previous information except historical forecasts. 

Stage 2: Reactive 

In Stage 2 the process have evolved to being discussed in top management meetings 
and an S&OP role might be incorporated in another function.  However, the goal with 
S&OP being discussed is mainly the financial goals rather than a consolidated plan. 
Therefore it is a top down process where the demand and supply plans are adjusted to 
meet financial goals.  
 
The organization is still “silofied” and the plans are still developed within each 
function and the communication is limited. However, at Stage 2 the demand plan is 
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communicated to Operations, although it is a one-way process, thus no capacity 
constraints is fed back to adjust the sales plan. Operations is evaluated in a monthly or 
quarterly cycle in the sense of meeting the demand plan, however, Sales does not take 
responsibility, commit or is held accountable for the formal demand plan.  
The main distinction between Stage 1 and 2 is the fact that S&OP is on the agenda, the 
demand plan is communicated to Operations, and Operations is measured on meeting 
the demand plan. However, the silo mentality is still present, there are components of 
an S&OP role in other functions. The support from the IT system is still weak, many 
spreadsheets and limited manual consolidation. 

Stage 3: Standard  

A Standard S&OP process, Stage 3, is characterized by having a formalized S&OP with 
monthly pre-meetings and executive meetings. The executive meeting focuses on 
reaching consensus and solving unresolved issues. The S&OP role is now included in 
another function, most often a product manager or supply chain manager. Information 
from large customers is brought to the meetings by Sales and supplier constrains from 
large suppliers by Operations.  
 
In Stage 3 Operations is measured against the demand plan, and Sales are measured on 
forecast accuracy and held responsible for their forecasts. The measurements create 
incentives for Sales to continuously improve their forecast abilities. The new attention 
to forecasting and sharing plans requires improved IT systems and in Stage 3 the 
information is centralized and there are automated revenue and operations planning 
software.   
 
Nonetheless, the process is still sequential were the demand plan drives the supply 
plan, some information is fed back and the demand plan adjusted. However, the 
demand plan is very rarely adjusted according to capacity constraints etc. Compared to 
Stage 1 and 2, Stage 3 is very sophisticated with a formal S&OP process, better IT 
support to enable collaboration, and Sales measured and held accountable for the 
demand plan.  
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Table 3. The Grimson & Pyke (2007) S&OP maturity framework. The columns show criteria for 

each maturity stage, ranging from least mature at the very left – to the most mature stage at the far 
right. The rows shows in what process dimensions these criteria belong. 
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3.4 A Standard S&OP Process  

The criteria of the Standard level S&OP by Grimson & Pyke correspond to a typical 
five-step process described by many authors (Grimson & Pyke, 2007; Dougherty & 
Gray, 2006; Lapide, 2004; Wallace, 2004; Milliken, 2008; Kjellsdotter Ivert & Jonsson, 
2010). What is included in each step varies slightly between authors, but essentially it is 
the same procedures. Dougherty and Gray executed and published a study in 2006, in 
which the research is a best-practice study of thirteen companies with mature S&OP 
processes. They propose an S&OP process model where the steps are illustrated in 
Figure 7 and briefly elaborated below.  This process model was chosen to exemplify a 
process since it provides clear illustrations of what each step comprises and what 
functions and roles that commonly perform the different tasks in each step. Hence, the 
model provides guidance to how companies with mature S&OP executes the process 
and achieve the objectives in the definitions presented in chapter 3.1.  
 

 
Figure 7. A typical five-step model of a standard S&OP process. The yellow shapes represents 

outputs from the previous step, which turns into input to the subsequent process step. Based on models 
by Dougherty and Gray (2006); Wallace (2006) and Wallace and Stahl (2008) etc.  
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3.4.1 Step 1: Data Gathering & Review 

This activity happens shortly after, or just prior to, the end of each month and much of 
it occurs within the information system department (Dougherty & Gray, 2006). Firstly, 
files are updated with actuals data from the past month. This information encompasses 
sales analysis data, service level data, inventory levels, worksheets from field sales 
people, and statistical forecasts (Wallace, 2006). It is important that the forecast is 
statistical and unbiased, thus fully factually based (Lapide, 2004). The information 
gathered is disseminated to the respective functions that are responsible for the 
subsequent steps. Sales and marketing people use the data provided in their 
development of the new demand plan and the supply-facing functions uses it in 
reviewing and updating supply plans. This step is of course important, but it should be 
restrained to a timeframe that not exceeds 20% of the entire time spent in each cycle 
(Dougherty & Gray, 2006).  

3.4.2 Step 2: Demand Planning   

In step 2, the data received from the previous step is reviewed by the sales and 
marketing functions. The task is to analyze and discuss the received information, in 
pair with their knowledge of the products, customers and the marketplace and generate 
a forecast with incorporated market knowledge, a demand plan (Dougherty & Gray, 
2006). Changes in product lines; new product introductions and product obsolescence, 
the customer base, the competition, the economy and so on can make the future quite 
different from the past. Hence, statistical forecasts need to be complemented with 
human intelligence and knowledge of current conditions in order to produce the best 
forecasts possible (Dougherty & Gray, 2006). The demand plan is unconstrained, thus 
it captures what can be sold to customers, not what can be produced (Grimson & 
Pyke, 2007). This consensus forecast should be approved and committed to by Senior 
Sales and Marketing Executive(s) (Wallace, 2006). 

3.4.3 Step 3: Supply Planning 

Next the demand plan is forwarded to the Operations functions, which already have 
received and worked on the actuals provided directly from Step 1. In pair with 
information regarding inventory strategy (build-up or draw-down), supply chain 
capacity and internal capacity, changes in customer order backlog and the consensus 
demand forecast (Grimson & Pyke, 2007), their task is to modify supply plans for any 
families or sub-families that require it (Dougherty & Gray, 2006). Outputs from the 
supply-planning step include information of future capacity issues, incorporating any 
impact of new product development trials, testing or sample production, on standard 
manufacturing resources. Hence, the output is an initial supply plan designed to meet 
the forecasted demand (Grimson & Pyke, 2007).  

3.4.4 Step 4: Partnership Meeting (Pre-meeting) 

In this step the S&OP team formally meets to develop the final operating plan for the 
next period (Grimson & Pyke, 2007). This is a cross-functional team with key players 
representing both demand- and supply-facing functions. Commonly, this includes 
several of the people from the demand planning phase and someone from product 
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development. The people involved in the supply-planning phase represent operations, 
and finance usually has one or more representatives. Also, the person with overall 
responsibility for the maintenance and execution of the S&OP process (if not one of 
the above) attends this meeting (Dougherty & Gray, 2006). According to Grimson and 
Pyke (2007), S&OP effectiveness is greatly improved with an S&OP champion. Hence, 
this can be quite a substantial collection of people, e.g. at Hyundai over 30 people are 
involved in the S&OP meetings (Hahn et al., 2000).  
 
Objectives of this meeting include: Discussing, challenging, and validating the demand- 
and supply plans. Reviewing progress on actions assigned at the previous meeting.  
Also resolving problems and differences so that a single set of recommendations can 
be presented to the executive meeting (Wallace, 2006).  
 

3.4.5 Step 5: Executive Meeting 

Attendees of the executive meeting typically include the president (general manager, 
COO, CEO) and Vice Presidents (directors) of most major functions, including sales, 
marketing, product development, supply chain management (logistics, planning), 
manufacturing (operations), finance and human resources, as well as the person 
responsible for S&OP maintenance and execution (if not one of the above) 
(Dougherty & Gray, 2006).  
 
The objective of the meeting is to approve or make decisions on each product family, 
and authorize changes in production or procurement rates where significant costs or 
other consequences are involved. Further, comparing the dollarized version of the 
latest sets of plans to the business plan and initiate changes where needed. Reviewing 
critical KPI’s and solve potential conflicts from prior steps in the process are also 
important points on the agenda  (Wallace, 2006).  
 
Common practice is to meet at regular scheduled intervals, however, companies with 
relatively mature processes strives for more event-driven S&OP. Summoned whenever 
needed, the management team gathers to deal with exceptions, such as severe market 
turmoil or out of the ordinary supply chain disruptions  (Grimson & Pyke, 2007; Hahn 
et al., 2000; Lapide, 2004).  
 

3.4.6 Measuring S&OP Effectiveness 

Added to this model by Wallace (2006) and Dougherty and Gray (2006) is the explicit 
step of Measuring S&OP Effectiveness, since it is essential, both for continuous 
improvement and implementation (Grimson & Pyke, 2007; Lapide, 2004). The KPIs 
should be incorporated in Step 1and be reviewed in the subsequent steps. The 
measures ought to vary by industry, process and product line. Sheldon (2006) argues 
that metrics are one of the most important drivers of the process, and emphasize a few 
but critical ones: business-planning accuracy, demand planning accuracy and 
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operations accuracy. Lapide (2004) suggests metrics such as; variance to baseline 
forecasts and budgets, as well as adherence to sales, marketing, and operations plans.  
 
Further, normal measures of demand- & supply side performance respectively, can also 
come into play. Examples that are commonly used for operations include: inventory on 
hand, obsolete inventory, stock outs, quality, and capacity utilization.  Metrics for sales 
and marketing include: top line sales growth, market share, forecast accuracy and 
variance to baseline forecast (Grimson & Pyke, 2007).  
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4 RESULTS & ANALYSIS 

___________________________________________________________________ 
The empirical results, thus answers to RQ1 and RQ2 are explicitly presented in this chapter in order 
to clearly follow the research design (Figure 8). The results are then analyzed in pair with relevant 
literature from Chapter 3. Finally, the main research question (MRQ) is answered, through these 
findings mapped in a standard S&OP process. However, the chapter starts with a brief 
contextualization of the focal company. 
___________________________________________________________________  
In order to understand the focal company context this chapter starts with and 
introduction of the business unit investigated in this study. Next the empirical findings 
of the current demand and supply planning at the company, thus the answer to RQ1 is 
presented (see the left yellow rectangle in Figure 8). In pair with the selected maturity 
in the literature review chapter, a diagnosis of the focal organization is carried out in 
the subsequent sub chapter (4.3).  On the right side of the flow chart in Figure 8, the 
second analysis is shown. Empirical findings of the focal company’s objectives and 
incentives, the answer to RQ2 is analyzed in pair with the literature equivalent provides 
identified forces for driving S&OP maturity. Lastly, the standard S&OP process from 
theory (green diamond-shape in the center of Figure 8), serves as a foundation for the 
final analysis, the answer to the main research question.   
 

Figure 8.  Research logic and structure of the chapter. 
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4.1 The Focal Company  

Atlas Copco AB is a Swedish company, which has been operating for nearly one and a 
half centuries. The company owes its success to continuous improvements, product 
innovation and its growing service area. Industrial Technique Business Area (ITBA) is 
an Atlas Copco business unit offering a wide range of industrial power tools, assembly 
systems, quality assurance products, software and service. However, as an attempt to 
keep readers reminded of the parent company name and avoid confusion, henceforth 
ITBA will be referred to as Atlas Copco Tools (ACT). 
 
ACT’s business strategy has over the last decades relied on high quality, ergonomic and 
innovative products in combination with the aim of daily direct deliveries, i.e. 
minimizing distribution lead times on high volume products with relatively stable 
demand. In practice, this means keeping finished goods inventory with a relatively 
extensive amount of stock keeping units (SKU). More, a wide range of lower volume 
products with more volatile demand patterns are not kept in stock. The finished goods 
inventory is held in a distribution center (DC) in Belgium, which in turn is supplied by 
three Atlas Copco owned factories located in Sweden, Hungary and France, and a 
number of external suppliers. The market and also the Marketing organization are 
divided in two major segments: the Motor Vehicle Industry (MVI) and General 
Industry (GI). The MVI segment is quite homogenous, while GI basically include all 
customers that do not belong in the MVI segment, thus the GI segment is more 
diverse. The segments are fairly equal in total sales volume. There are approximately 
fifteen sales subsidiaries, called Customer Centers (CC) that situated close to their 
markets around the world.   
 
The ACT products are under continuous improvement and new generation tools 
replace subsequent products very fast. This have resulted in a vast product portfolio 
and the business unit currently offer approximately 30.000 individual articles of 
products, accessories and spare parts for customer delivery. The articles are prioritized 
and divided into different groups, which labels the article with a master scheduling 
approach: Make-to-Stock (MTS), Assemble-to-Order (ATO) and Make-to-Order 
(MTO). This competitive strategy, considering the extensiveness of the portfolio, as 
well as the level of product heterogeneity and demand uncertainty, imposes a complex 
demand - and supply planning set up.  
 
ACT, as most other companies, suffered substantially during the recent global financial 
recession and hit rock bottom in 2009. As a natural consequence, costs were drastically 
cut through reductions in company resources and production capacity, which in turn 
hit their suppliers hard. However, shortly after the crash, business suddenly picked up 
pace and grew remarkably fast. The total ACT revenue reported in 2009 was 
approximately 5,5 billion SEK, while the corresponding number in 2012 came in just 
short of 9,5 billion SEK (Atlas Copco AB, 2014).  Hence, revenue nearly doubled in a 
three-year time frame. As a result, the organization has been in a chase mode during 
the last years, where the demand has exceeded supply and the supply chain has been 
under severe pressure. A stabilization of the situation has been shown only during the 
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last six months. More recently, a strategic decision to implement an S&OP process was 
made a priority in the organization.    

 

4.2 RQ1: Current Demand and Supply Planning at ACT 

The current demand- and supply-planning at ACT are disconnected events; the 
demand-facing functions compile a sales forecast for the upcoming year and gauge it 
with the financial plans monthly and quarterly resulting in a monetary demand plan, 
while the supply-facing functions use the statistical forecast to make a leveled supply 
plan.  

4.2.1 Demand planning  

The demand-facing functions, i.e. the CCs and the Marketing department, compile a 
demand plan where market knowledge of current projects is combined with the trend, 
seasonality, historical sales, and product introductions for the upcoming year, see 
Figure 8. The business controllers for each division (GI and MVI) further consolidate 
these plans and a preliminary annual forecast is brought to a Business Review Meeting 
(BRM) each year in October. The divisional presidents, vice presidents and the general 
manager of Operations attend the BRM. The plan is consolidated with the financial 
targets and a consensus sales/demand plan is adopted. The output is the estimated 
annual sales value per product family, the aggregated sales per quarter, and a quantity 
forecast for new product introductions. (BM Customer Center)  

Figure 8. The current demand planning process at ACT 
 
In general there is a business board meeting each quarter, where the BRM sales plan is 
reviewed and gauged with the results so far. However, no supply-facing function is 
present at this meeting. 
 

“There is no person from Operations represented and I do not know what information is 
communicated further in the organization, to Manufacturing and Logistics etc.” 

(BM Customer Center) 
 
As a complement to the sales plan from BRM a monthly forecast is compiled by the 
Customer Centers and shared with Marketing via the Business Controllers at the 
product company. However, the monthly forecast is only in sales volume (dollars). 
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“The purpose of the monthly follow up is to understand and track the movement of the market” 
(Marketing) 

 
“The monthly forecast is compared with the plan from the BRM and in the occurrence of large 

deviations the vice presidents coaches the customer centers, contacts them to provide support […]”  
(Marketing) 

 
“[…] and in case of large fluctuations logistics is contacted.”  

(Marketing) 
 

During the last couple of years, there has been an infrequent meeting under the 
denomination of Sales & Operations Planning, the intention of the meeting was to 
consolidate the demand and supply plans. However, the results from the meeting were 
never the desired consensus plan (Marketing). The consolidated monthly sales forecast 
provided by the CCs was brought to the meeting by Finance, while Marketing 
highlighted large key orders (Marketing), this input was naturally in sales value. 
Manufacturing provided an aggregated level of the production output, in quantity 
(Manufacturing). The numbers was not possible to utilize sufficiently, since the value 
of an order does not only depend on the products ordered but also the local 
agreements and deals (Marketing). Hence, the sales value could not be sufficiently 
converted into units by the supply-facing functions. Therefore, there is a need for 
better IT-support to manage the issues regarding conversion and the large product 
portfolio. 
 
“Is there a formal process for communicating the sales forecast? – I don’t know. I might have missed 

the last S&OP, the frequency is not that high at the moment” 
(Marketing) 

 
“We need to make sure that the information from Marketing is valuable and can be used in 

production planning. There is a mismatch between the information and therefore an imbalance in 
demand and supply.” 
(GM Operations) 

 
Even though the sales forecast was shared in the ‘S&OP’ meeting, the qualitative input 
is not used, due to lack of system support to handle the aggregated sales volume 
(Logistics). Instead the forecast used for supply planning is the statistical forecast 
calculated automatically by the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system 
(Manufacturing). 
 
“Today the sales forecast from the CCs and Marketing is not used due to lack of system support, but 

mainly to its format. The forecasted sales number cannot today be converted to family level and the 
distinction between products sold to MVI or GI is not clear.” 

(Logistics) 
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4.2.2  Supply Planning 

The supply plan complied by Manufacturing is based on the statistical forecast, which 
is automatically calculated in the ERP system. The overall factory capacity, machinery 
and personnel are based on that same forecast (Manufacturing). The algorithm used is 
exponential smoothing, which calculates the forecast based on the consumption of the 
last periods, a monthly forecast is calculated and inherited for 12 months ahead 
(Logistics).  
 
To achieve a production plan based on the statistical forecast, a capacity matrix is used. 
This matrix is based on the forecast per production group and weekly leveled. 
Thereafter the safety stock level, backorders, and vacation stock is added to the 
calculations (Figure 9) and the result is a leveled weekly output per product group, in 
order to reach the annual target (Manufacturing). However, the actual demand, the 
orders received, is not leveled and therefore the long term demand is combined with 
the short term based on the forecast and the actual orders the last 10 weeks 
(Manufacturing).  
 
Converting the demand plan into a supply/production plan also involves adding the 
operational constraints such as personnel, material, and machinery (Figure 9) and the 
result is a weekly production plan distributed over the production groups 
(Manufacturing). 

Figure 9. The current supply planning process at ACT. 
 
Since the financial crisis in 2009 and the steep market increase shortly afterwards there 
have been supply issues. The crisis hit smaller suppliers hard since they did not have 
the same resilient capabilities to recover (Marketing). Due to those supply issues the 
material situation constrained production and important orders had to be prioritized in 
the production queue. The prioritization affected the whole production plan as well as 
scattered the suppliers’ production plans (GM Operations; Manufacturing; Sourcing; 
Logistics). During that period of time the customer satisfaction suffered and the brand 
as well as the reputation was damaged (Marketing). Hence, it is important in good 
times to revise the supply chain and work proactively making sure business is not lost 
due to “perceived incompetence” (Marketing). 
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“We can destroy the planning with prioritizations and do magic, but we will have some pains for a 
couple of weeks later” 
(GM Operations) 

 
“During that period it was huge disconnect between demand and supply, we struggled to keep up. I 
believe it was the culture of reporting issues, rather than trying to fix them and find the root cause.” 

(Marketing) 
 

“Our market reputation for battery tools is quite weak, we lose orders due to this perceived 
incompetence” 
 (Marketing) 

 
 “The factory is very flexible, but the flexibility comes at a price”  

(Manufacturing) 
 

4.3 S&OP Diagnosis  

Grimson and Pyke (2007) explicitly express the goal of S&OP as profit optimization 
through the integration of demand and supply plans, the S&OP Plan Integration is the 
fifth dimension/ category of the framework (Grimson & Pyke, 2007). The plan 
integration is enabled, according to their empirical findings, by the categories within 
business processes such as Meetings & Collaboration, Organization, and 
Measurements. Hence, the S&OP Plan integration dimension is considered as the 
results of the categories mentioned above. However, Grimson and Pyke did not find 
empirical evidence to support an enabling correlation between Information 
Technology and S&OP plan integration. Thus, the emphasis of the following diagnosis 
is the business processes rather than the information processes. The analysis is 
presented within the business processes categories and their criteria for Stage 1 and 
Stage 2, in pair with supporting empirical evidence. 
 
Meetings and collaboration is the dimension of S&OP that refers to the effectiveness 
of human interaction in Sales & Operations Planning. A Stage 1 organization have a 
predominate silo-mentality with no cross-functional alignment, instead the supply-
facing functions do their best to meet the demand with the available forecast and the 
demand-facing functions only interact with the supply-facing functions due to 
customer dissatisfaction (Grimson & Pyke, 2007).  
 
The empirical findings show that the communication between the demand- and 
supply-facing functions is limited. Many of the interviewees described the organization 
as “silofied” where the functions have misaligned incentives and scorecards; the 
departments focus on their results rather than a common goal (Logistics; 
Manufacturing; Marketing). The demand and supply planning are decoupled events 
and does not include cross-functional collaboration (Manufacturing; Marketing), while 
the Logistics department collaborates continuously with both Marketing and 
Manufacturing (Manufacturing; Logistics; Marketing). However, the shared 
information regards interruptions in production or large orders (Manufacturing). The 
monthly and yearly forecasted sales are shared with Logistics, however the lack of 
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system support to convert the aggregated sales value to useful quantities prevent 
Logistics to import the information to the ERP system. Hence, the demand plan is not 
communicated to production or the qualitative input added to the statistical forecast 
(Logistics).   
 
Within a Stage 2 organization the topic of S&OP is discussed on a top-level with 
support from both demand- and supply-facing functions, at ACT there is some sort of 
monthly follow up where the output from production is gauged with the quantity of 
orders received (Manufacturing). However, the meeting is not a part of either the 
demand or supply planning (Marketing).  
 
There has been a meeting with the denomination of “S&OP”, with the intention to 
balance supply and demand and create a consensus plan. This S&OP meeting would 
support a higher level of maturity. However, the desired results were never 
accomplished (Marketing), instead the meeting was hindered by the format of the 
different plans. Sales plan in sales value (dollars) and the production plan in units 
(Logistics). Today the meeting occurs very infrequently and is not prioritized 
throughout the organization (Marketing), also the usefulness of this meeting is 
questioned (GM Operations). 
 
Disregarding the previous use of the S&OP name, the implementation of the S&OP 
process as a strategic decision is only approximately 5 months old (GM Operations). 
Hence, there is no official S&OP structure in place yet. During interviews it became 
clear that the strategic decision, the definition, or the purpose had not been 
communicated sufficiently to Sales (BM Customer Center; Marketing). Hence, to them, 
the explicit purpose and implications of S&OP seemed unknown. 
 
Grimson and Pyke (2007) discuss the importance of a corporate S&OP structure, 
which was found to be an enabler for S&OP Plan Integration. Nevertheless, their 
findings were not unambiguous, some firm’s stage of S&OP plan integration preceded 
the organizational stage, the outliers appeared to be small firms with no need for a 
large S&OP structure or with the S&OP functions spread across several functions 
(Grimson & Pyke, 2007).  However, the outliers have a more mature stage of S&OP 
structure than ACT and it is not clear how mature a firm possibly can be without 
organizational capabilities. 
 
Stage 1 is defined by the lack of cross-functional S&OP measurements (Grimson & 
Pyke, 2007). As expressed previously the interviewees experiences a silo mentality with 
no mutual targets nor cross-functional measurements and sometimes also conflicting 
incentives (Logistics; Manufacturing; Marketing). Measurements are a very important 
enabler of plan integration and there must be specific and clear ownership, a function 
accountable for reaching the goal. An organization must know how it is performing in 
sales, production and also in the S&OP process to be successful in the level of plan 
integration (Grimson & Pyke, 2007). The classic quote below underpins the 
importance of sufficient performance metrics.  
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“What gets measured gets done. 
What gets measured and fed back gets done well. 

What gets rewarded gets repeated.” 
(Jones & Bearley, 1995) 

 
According to Grimson and Pyke (2007), Information Technology is not considered an 
enabler for maturity Stage 1-4 for S&OP plan integration, having the right business 
processes in place is more important. Nevertheless, the S&OP team must be able to 
make meaningful decisions, thus they need good information and data to base them 
on. The results from the interviews show an opinion of lack of system support, the 
demand plan is in value (Marketing) while Manufacturing talk about quantities 
(Manufacturing) and the logistics department is stuck in between as the translator 
(Logistics). The CCs compile a forecasted annual demand on a more detailed level and 
in value (BM Customer Center). However, the CCs are measured on monetary 
scorecards such as orders received and invoiced (BM Customer Center). The opinion 
from the Customer Center as well as the vice presidents of Marketing is that the 
forecasting today is too time-consuming and more sophisticated software might be 
helpful (Marketing, BM Customer Center). Nonetheless, their main issue is not the 
software but time. The supply-facing functions are requesting better system support 
while in the mean time not utilizing the systems fully today (Logistics). This symptom 
might be due to lack of understanding and communication rather than insufficient IT-
tools. However, this dimension should be prioritized after the business processes 
(Lapide, 2005), a more mature IT stage will not according to Grimson and Pyke (2007) 
enable further plan integration progression. However, this is debated in literature 
(Thomé et al., 2012). A Stage 1 organization is characterized by the lack of S&OP 
planning, production tries to fulfill incoming orders without any sales forecast. 
According to the empirical findings it is clear that ACT is a Stage 1 company. At Stage 
2 the sales plan drives production, however in this case there is no useful sales plan 
that can be utilized in this manner.  
 
The result of the S&OP diagnosis is more or less unanimous, thus the vast amount of 
the empirical evidence supports the criteria of all dimensions in Stage 1 – No S&OP 
process. Even though there are some indications leaning towards Stage 2, they are not 
predominating. The empirical evidence is visualized in Table 4.  
 
As the S&OP diagnosis shows, ACT’s current demand and supply planning process 
fits in Stage 1. However, ACT has ambitions to improve and therefore a standard 
S&OP process (Stage 3) was defined in Chapter 3.5. The Stage 3 was chosen due to its 
similarities with the S&OP process definitions. The criteria of the Standard level 
S&OP correspond to a typical five-step process described by many authors (Grimson 
& Pyke, 2007; Dougherty & Gray, 2006; Lapide, 2004; Wallace, 2004; Milliken, 2008; 
Kjellsdotter Ivert & Jonsson, 2010). To reach maturity Stage 3, ACT must improve in 
all dimensions, e.g. by evolving from no S&OP meetings towards pre-meetings and 
executive meetings, improve and adjust the current demand plan to be able to 
consolidate with the supply plan. Grimson and Pyke (2007) and Lapide (2005) claims 
that it is important to improve in all categories for achieving a high level of S&OP plan 
integration and not ignore any lagging category.  
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• No S&OP 
meetings  
– Silo culture 
 

• Sales only 
interact with 
operations 
when 
customers are 
complaining 
 

• Operations 
take the 
available 
forecast and do 
their best to 
meet the actual 
demand 

“The only time the forecast revision is initiated from 
Marketing is when the customers complain about low 

product availability and very long lead times, but this rarely 
happens” (Marketing) 

“As long as everything runs smoothly we do not complain or 
raise any flags” (Marketing) 

“The overall factory capacity is completely based on the 
forecast for the upcoming year and the overall personnel plan 

based on the factory capacity.” (Manufacturing) 

“In case of interruptions in the factory or issues preventing 
the factory output Logistics are informed and are the filter 

towards Marketing.” (Manufacturing) 

“Today the sales forecast from Sales is not used due to lack 
of system support but mainly due to its format.” 

(Logistics) 

“There is communication between Sales and Operations, not 
directly between marketing/sales and Manufacturing, 

instead Logistics is the filter between them.” 
(Manufacturing) 

“There is a distinct silo culture where all functions focus on 
their own results.” (Manufacturing) 

“There is currently a distinct silo mentality across the 
organization” (Logistics) 

On the topic of the former “S&OP” meeting:  
“I wonder what that meeting did… finance predicts how 
much we will sell, it is new for me.” (GM Operations) 

• Discussed at top 
level, VPs from 
both functions 
attending 
 

• Focus on financial 
goals 

“There are monthly 
follow ups with 
Logistics and 

Marketing to make 
sure the factory is in 
line with the order 

intake/ create 
awareness in case of 

interruptions.” 
(Manufacturing) 

 

“There was an 
S&OP meeting 

that we used to have 
with Logistics to do 

the forecasting” 
(Marketing) 
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• No S&OP 
organization 
 

• S&OP 
unknown 
concept 

There is no explicit S&OP organization and no clear role 
specification (Logistics) 

“Collaboration is frequent within operations but rarely 
involve sales” (Logistics) 

“The term S&OP is unknown to me” (Marketing) 

"I do not know S&OP, is it about logistics?"(Marketing) 

“The name S&OP is known but the strategic initiative 
hasn’t been communicated “(Marketing) 

• No formal S&OP 
organization 
 

• Components of 
S&OP in other 
positions 

A meeting under 
the 
denomination 
“S&OP” have 
existed where 
forecasting was 
discussed. 
(Logistics, 
Marketing) 
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 • No S&OP 
measurements 

“The strong silo-mentality reflects on the measurements, the 
separate departments have different incentives and 

scorecards” (Marketing, Logistics, Manufacturing). 

“The QDCP team has no mutual target and is not 
measured on the aggregated success; all parts are measured 

individually and are often conflicting.”(Logistics) 

• Measure how well 
operations meet 
the sales plan 

 

Table 4. The S&OP diagnosis of the focal organization 
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4.4 RQ2: Organizational drivers at ACT 

The found functional objectives presented in Table 5 support the perceived silo 
mentality with the lack of cross-functional measurements. The CCs and Marketing are 
measured on orders received and invoiced as well as market share and the health of the 
product portfolio (Marketing). While Manufacturing and Logistics are measured on the 
outbound performance: delivery availability, delivery accuracy and lead times 
(Manufacturing, Logistics). Sourcing is measured on the cost of sourced material, their 
lead times and availability (Sourcing). 
 

  Functional objectives Implicit incentives 

Sales Customer Center 
& Marketing 

• Orders received 
• Orders invoiced 
• Cash conversion 
• Profitability per market 
• Pruning 

• Supply chain resilience 
• Transparency 
• Feedback organization 
• Delivery accuracy 

Operations Manufacturing • Delivery availability 
• Delivery accuracy 
• Production productivity 

• Shared risks and costs 
• Predictability 
• Level flow 
• Transparency and understanding 
• Supply chain Resilience 
• Reliability 
• Supplier development 
 

Logistics • Outbound delivery availability 
• Delivery accuracy 
• Lead time 
• Pruning 
• Days in stock 
• “Healthy stock” 

• Supply chain Resilience 
• Reliability 
• Transparency 
• Supplier development 
• Tied up capital 
 
 

Sourcing • Cost 
• Lead time 
• Inbound delivery availability 

 

• Supply chain Resilience and responsiveness 
• Reliability 
• Transparency 
• Supplier development 
• Shared risk and cost 
• Outbound delivery availability 
• Delivery accuracy 
• Feedback organization 

Finance • COGS 
• Tied up capital 
• Cash conversion 

 

Table 5. Functional and implicit objectives found in the focal organization 
 
 
The interviews resulted in the identification of the functional objectives as well as 
several implicit objectives and themes to drive S&OP maturity. Both Sourcing and 
Marketing expressed a desire to become a feedback organization, currently the 
organization is very focused on reporting problems and creating internal scorecards 
rather than solving the issues on hand. 
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A common theme in the interviews was the effect the financial crisis and the steep 
market recovery had on ACT and their suppliers (Manufacturing; Marketing; 
Sourcing). Both the demand- and the supply-facing functions identified a need of a 
forum for discussion to minimize the impact of a potential interruption and become 
more responsive and resilient. This was especially addressed by the Sourcing Manager, 
whom identified this as the overall purpose for the S&OP process and key for 
addressing deviations and constraints in the supply chain. It also became clear that the 
GI segment had lost orders due to bad reputation caused by the lack of supply chain 
resilience (Marketing). Thus, GI have stronger incentives than MVI to increase the 
cross-functional collaboration. 
 
Risk management during the pursuit of large orders is very troublesome for the supply-
facing functions; some orders have very tight deadline demanding overtime and extra 
component stock (Manufacturing). This leads to large costs and risks taken by the 
supply-facing functions in order to meet the requirements. All the supply functions 
mentioned a desire for shared responsibility with the demand-facing functions to 
minimize the cost pressure on the supply functions. (Manufacturing; Sourcing; 
Marketing; Logistics; BM Customer Center) 
 
Reliability is very important from a customer’s perspective; the delivery promises made 
should be kept (Marketing; BM Customer Center). However, the perception is that the 
lack of communication causes issues; the customer’s requirements are not 
communicated to production sufficiently (Manufacturing). Hence, the supply chain 
must increase the transparency both up-steam and down-steam. The customer’s 
demand and real deadline must be communicated as well as interruptions up-stream 
causing delays communicated to the customer (Marketing; BM Customer Center; 
Sourcing). Thus by increasing the transparency, the reliability and delivery accuracy 
should follow. 
 
As mentioned previously, during the interviews with the demand-facing functions it 
became evident that the S&OP implementation initiative had not been communicated 
and the term S&OP unknown. There were also some doubts around what the actual 
problems are and why an S&OP process is necessary. However, a demand for 
improving the supply-facing function’s scorecards since they do affect orders received, 
especially for the GI segment, was expressed. Thus, a closer collaboration between 
Marketing and Manufacturing leads to more orders (Marketing). More, a few hinders 
became apparent, most of the criticism towards the quality and format of the current 
demand plan, some parts have already been mentioned in RQ1 but is worth 
mentioning once more. 
 
“The information from the Customer Centers and Marketing today is not useful, they should be able 

to do better than they do today but however a forecast is by definition wrong” 

(GM Operations) 
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“One of the main issues, one of the questions where I don’t have an answer, is that we need to make 

sure that the information from Marketing is valuable and can be used by Manufacturing.” 

(GM Operations) 

 

“The information is not sufficient, we must be able to split the top forecast down to item level. If the 

information is more detailed the delivery schedules become more trustworthy, which should be 

motivating for Marketing!” 

(Sourcing) 

However, the CCs and Marketing had their own issues regarding the available IT-
systems and realistic expectations. 
 

“The available forecasting tools are too time consuming and there is a lot of manual work”  

(BM Customer Center) 

 

“You can only give a top line number and then highlight large orders, which are the extent that we can 

go to realistically, otherwise an administrative nightmare. At a product family level is not a reasonable 

request, it is too complicated and time consuming”  

(Marketing) 

 

“Forecast on an item level is outdated since we have so many low volume products. The challenge is 

finding an IT system where we can place the forecast on a high level with high forecast accuracy” 

 (Marketing) 

 

“There is no one telling you how to do your forecasting. There might be some best practices, but there 

are no instructions. Would doubt that the process of forecasting is standardized nor a how to do it.”  

(Marketing) 

 

“As the manager it is important to know the sales team, to know who is positive and who is negative 

and adjust their forecasts with that factor. With experience the forecast accuracy increases.”  

(BM Customer Center) 

 

“Hopefully in the future the product portfolio will be a lot larger and more complex,[…]However, the 

products must be modulized, those forecasts cannot be managed with spreadsheets”  

(Marketing) 
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“The lack of a manageable product categorization has restrained the capability of follow up the forecast 

and outcome, a categorization project was therefore initiated.”  

(Marketing) 

The organization itself is an S&OP challenge (Logistics; GM Operations). The 
functions are not just “silofied”, the CCs, Market segments and Operations are 
different companies with different presidents (BM Customer Center). The organization 
is illustrated in Figure 10. 

Figure 10. The complex organizational chart at ACT 

 

4.5 Identified Force for Driving S&OP Maturity 

Since the S&OP concept is not well known within the organization the identified 
incentives are not explicitly connected to driving the S&OP maturity, more as 
improving the organization. Hence, it is difficult to fully assess the explicit drivers. 
Nonetheless, the organization has expressed a need for better inventory control and 
improved forecasts (Logistics; Manufacturing), which are identified in literature as 
drivers for S&OP (Goddard & Ling, 1988; Thomé et al., 2012). Further, there are 
many implicit incentives expressed by the organization for improvement, increased 
efficiency and more cross-functional alignment. The cross-functional motivational 
drivers are distinct within the supply-facing functions but less so in the demand-facing 
functions. However, the incentives are not explicitly supported by the functional 
objectives, thus, contradictive (Singh, 2011).  
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As Singh (2011) argues the conflict occur when the operationalized objectives is not 
aligned with the strategic objectives. The explicit objectives are decoupled (Feng et al., 
2008) CCs and Marketing are measured on actual sales, revenue, and market share 
while Logistics and Manufacturing is measured on days in stock, and delivery 
availability and constantly pushed to decrease inventory (Logistics; Manufacturing). 
Delivery availability is a measurement to assess if an SKU is in stock when placing an 
order, completely based on stock level and not whether the order is delivered within 
lead time (Logistics).  
 
The driving force for S&OP maturity is therefore twofold. The more explicitly 
expressed inventory control and improved forecasts as well as the need for a more 
cross-functional organization, increased transparency, and shared risks. Restraining the 
driving forces are the conflicting objectives, the lack of education and understanding, 
as well as the obstacles mentioned earlier in this chapter; organizational structure, IT-
system, product portfolio complexity. The conflicting objectives are a result of lack of 
cross-functional alignment and understanding, lack of a holistic perspective, and lack 
of a well established strategic plan (Singh, 2011; Manufacturing; Logistics). During the 
interviews it became apparent that the perceived benefits of cross-functional 
collaboration including a returning meeting, was not shared by everyone.  

 

4.6 MRQ: Main Obstacles for Operationalizing Standard S&OP 

The MRQ is answered through the S&OP standard model presented in chapter 3.4. 
Each step is elaborated with empirical findings related to RQ1 that answers the current 
planning situation at ACT, and RQ2 that answers what incentives, objectives and 
resistance there are for operationalizing a standard level S&OP process. By combining 
these two dimensions in relation to literature, the intension is to identify the factors 
that incurs major obstacles for complex organizations that strives to mature into a 
standard level S&OP process. The analysis structure is illustrated in Figure 12 below. 
 

 
Figure 12.  Structure of the analysis that answers the main research question. 
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4.6.1 Step 1: Data Gathering and Review 

The first step in the S&OP process starts at the very beginning of each month and 
includes gathering and reviewing the actuals from the previous month (Dougherty & 
Gray, 2006). This data include actual sales, orders received and invoiced, stock levels, 
actual production output and so forth. The data are reviewed and compared with the 
committed plan, the forecasted demand and supply plan etc. By comparing the actuals 
data with the plan the accuracy, the performance can be assessed and measured. 
Currently at ACT, all the above-mentioned data exist in the ERP system and is stored 
in a virtual Data Warehouse (DW). The different functions must define what data is 
relevant for them and then Logistics and the Business System Group can make sure it 
is assessed and available (Logistics), e.g. what data the Customer Centers and 
Marketing need to compile for the demand plan, and what data Operations needs to 
start working on the supply plan. 
 
When the data is gathered it should be shared as soon ass possible with the respective 
functions that are responsible for the following steps (Wallace, 2006). Sales and 
Marketing use the data provided in their development of the new demand plan, and 
the supply-facing functions use it in reviewing and updating supply plans. The demand 
forecast compiled currently is dependent on the individual input from respective 
market segment (GI and MVI) and the Customer Centers. However, the IT system 
does not support the actuals being fed back in the same format. This raises further 
questions, how should the sales forecast be placed? ACT have approximately 30.000 
products, spares and accessories in its portfolio, hence, the product portfolio must be 
classified sufficiently to become more manageable (Logistics).  
 
“The lack of a manageable product categorization has restrained the capability of follow up the forecast 

and outcome, a categorization project was therefore initiated.” 
(Marketing) 

 
There is also a need to define what input figures and what data that is important in the 
company context, and which roles that should be responsible for gathering the 
respective figures and in what format.  
 

4.6.2 Step 2: Demand Planning 

In Step 2 the demand-facing functions receive the data from Step 1 and review the 
data in pair with their knowledge of the products and customers (Dougherty & Gray, 
2006). A forecast is by default always wrong (GM Operations; Wallace, 2006), thus it is 
difficult to foresee customer behavior and there are many factors influencing the 
outcome.  Examples of such factors are changes in product lines; competition, the 
macro economy etc., which all can make the future demand quite different from the 
past. Forecasting a new product introduction is especially difficult and the actual 
development must be followed closely. The statistical forecasts alone are not enough; 
they need to be complemented with knowledge of current conditions in order to 
improve forecast accuracy (Dougherty & Gray, 2006).  
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Currently the demand forecasting process begins at every individual Customer Center 
with the sales personnel attempting to estimate their upcoming sales (BM Customer 
Center). However, there is no standard framework for how to estimate the forecast 
(Marketing), thus the quality of the forecasts vary between sales personnel and it is up 
to the Business Manager to compile and compensate for personnel being overly 
optimistic or pessimistic (BM Customer Center). As the quality varies between 
personnel it most definitely varies between the Customer Centers at different 
geographical locations (GM Operations). The Customer Center Nordic might have 
better prerequisites to do well, since they are located at the head quarters in Stockholm, 
close to Marketing functions and most of the supply-facing functions. Whereas for 
example a Customer Center located in South America are separated from the central 
functions not just geographically but also culturally. The lack of a standard forecast 
process an issue, the geographical dispersion as issue, the complexity and size of the 
product portfolio makes manual forecasting on individual product level out of 
question. Nevertheless, authors like Singh (2011) states that S&OP discussions on item 
level might be necessary in order to fulfill the financial goals and establish capacity 
feasibility.  
 
Currently at ACT, managing the product portfolio and forecast on item level is 
impossible before the order is in the system. Illustrating this is a product example 
shown in figure 13. It is quite easy to place a sales forecast at the electrical/pneumatic 
Nutrunner level, but foreseeing the division of quantities with or without a cord, how 
many of those will be a straight tool, what specific torque range and further detailed 
features is impossible (Marketing), see Figure 13. Therefore, finding a sufficient IT-
system where a sales forecast can be placed on a high level and inherited and weighted 
further down the chain and where market knowledge can be placed on top should be .  
 
 

Figure 13. Example of ACT product version complexity, exploded in a single line.  
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families based on characteristics while production is planned on manufacturing line 
where the electrical Nutrunners are divided on several lines (Manufacturing).  

 
When the previous issues have been addressed and there is a complied demand plan, 
the sales functions must fully commit to the plan and be held responsible, thus, imply 
incentive for improved forecast accuracy but also increased costs and risks relocated 
from Operations. By committing to the plan, incentives are created to become better at 
sales forecasting. 
 
“We need commitments from Sales that we could use for negotiations with suppliers, whom in turn can 

commit to a certain delivery level.” 
(Sourcing) 

 
Slight resistance and lack of recognition of a problem was detected from the sales and 
marketing representatives. They must therefore be educated to increase the motivation 
and understanding, as well as provided with manageable IT support that facilitates the 
forecasting administration. To motivate the demand-facing functions is immensely 
important since their demand plan is very imperative to the process. According to 
many authors and the expert interview, the S&OP process should even be owned by 
the demand-facing functions. Nevertheless, it is very common, also in ACT’s case, that 
the supply-facing functions experience problems with factors more obviously related 
to S&OP objectives, and thus initiates the process. 

4.6.3 Step 3: Supply Planning 

Next the demand plan is communicated to the supply-facing functions, which have 
already received data on inventory levels, orders on hand, actual production output etc. 
The data is compiled together with the demand plan and obvious constraints become 
visible such as lack of personnel in on a specific line. The demand is communicated to 
strategic suppliers whom assess their capacity and return with their constraints. Hence, 
including the overall supply chain constraints in the supply plan (Grimson & Pyke, 
2007).  The purpose is to highlight possible future problems and constraints so the 
issues can be solved pro-actively.  Hence, the output is an initial supply plan designed 
to meet the forecasted demand (Grimson & Pyke, 2007). As well as Sales and 
Marketing commits to the demand plan, the supply functions must commit to the 
decided operations plan, and measured on how the actual output meet the plan 
(Sheldon, 2006; GM Operations). 
 
The supply planning today does not include information form suppliers and their 
possible constraints. However, all of the approached suppliers have been very positive 
towards more collaboration and increasing transparency (Logistics; Sourcing). For the 
supplier input to be feasible, there must be a centralized information process that 
enables information to be utilized in the S&OP forum.  
  
Mentioned in the previous step was the miss-alignment of classification, even if there 
was a classification of the product portfolio, Manufacturing and Sales classifies the 
products differently. The products are also manufactured in different plants, some by 
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external suppliers, which also must be taken in consideration. In addition, ACT has a 
culture of acquisitions, e.g. during 2013 four companies was acquired adding to the 
product portfolio, production sites, and organizational complexity.   

 
Nonetheless, there are strong incentives for improving the supply plan and 
incorporating qualitative market knowledge since the supply-facing functions are 
measured on delivery efficiency etc. Hence, they are naturally motivated. If the demand 
is more reliable and predictable the production can be more leveled. Which in turn 
would most likely improve production and delivery measures, as well as becoming 
more cost efficient (Manufacturing).  

4.6.4 Step 4: Partnership Meeting (Pre-meeting) 

The step after the supply plan is a partnership meeting where the cross-functional 
S&OP team formally meets to develop the final operating plan for the next period 
(Grimson & Pyke, 2007). Meaning, key players from both the demand- and supply-
facing functions, as well as functional managers should attend. For a large 
geographically scattered organization it might be a challenge to gather the right people 
at the right time, at a sufficient frequency. Therefore is it very important to have 
support from top-management, in order to gain priority. All personnel involved must 
be prepared for the meeting, in order to make it efficient.   
 
The meeting should have a specific person who has the overall responsibility for the 
maintenance and execution of the meeting (Dougherty & Gray, 2006), making sure the 
agenda is held and the essential decisions made, the meeting is recommended to have a 
1-2 h timeframe. For the time frame to be realistic all involved must once again be 
prepared, but the discussions must also be at the right level.  
 
The purpose of the meeting is to discuss, challenge, and validate the demand and 
supply plan. Hence, reach a constrained consensus plan. Reaching consensus is 
essential, everyone in the meeting should feel responsible and ownership of the plan. 
Due to the nature of the agenda differences and even conflicts are bound to occur, yet 
the important part is the decision-making and not the discussion itself.  
 

“Real consensus – all agree on the outcome, and not the Swedish consensus – all have had the 
opportunity to speak” 
(GM Operations) 

 
The meeting should also recap and review progress on actions assigned at the previous 
meeting. The output from the meeting should be such as a single set of 
recommendations can be presented to the executive meeting (Wallace, 2006).  
 
There is currently a cross-functional forum at ACT for discussing larger issues. 
Responsible for the meeting are the Logistics function, with the support from 
Manufacturing. The purpose of this meeting is to enlighten the Vice Presidents of both 
marketing segments, on current issues affecting production and deliveries. Also present 
is the General Manager of Operations, strategic sourcing manager, R&D manager and 
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the quality manager. The focus has been to solve urgent supply issues; Logistics 
presents the current situation and decisions to solve the issues can be made in the 
meeting e.g. quality problems on an external component – quality presents their view 
and plan, strategic sourcing investigate the supplier and might consider to dual-source 
the component. If there is a strict material constraint the VPs can reach consensus and 
decide is prioritization is necessary (Logistics). However, there is some resistance from 
both Marketing and Manufacturing to attend this meeting when there are no urgent 
matters to resolve (Marketing; Manufacturing).  This meeting somewhat resembles a 
Partnership Meeting in an S&OP standard process but with a reactive approach. 
 
If this current cross-functional forum would be developed into the form of a S&OP 
Partnership meeting the focus would be shifted from short-term fire fighting to more 
long-term proactive problem solving. However, the principle would be the same, 
discuss the demand and supply with constraints and decide on actions. The top-level 
attendance would probably not be necessary, the VPs and the GM of Operations will 
be included in the next stage, executive meeting.  

4.6.5 Step 5: Executive Meeting 

The final step of approving the “game plan” for the following period is the Executive 
Meeting. As the name implies, it should have executive attendance to be able to make 
decisions affecting both Sales and Operations. The purpose of the executive meeting is 
to approve, make decisions where consensus could not been reached in the pre-
meeting, thus, resolve conflicts (Sheldon, 2006; Wallace, 2006). More, the meeting 
should decide on large investments and risks and review critical KPI’s (Wallace, 2006). 
Typical issues to discuss in the executive meeting is capacity investments if the demand 
plan is considerably larger than the supply plan allows, and of course the opposite 
situation, where the capacity must be decreased. 
 
During the interviews sharing risks and costs was a popular topic especially those 
connected to projects and chasing large orders where it is not certain the order is 
placed and decisions are made to purchase extra components and buying priority at the 
suppliers. Hence, the objective of shared risk and cost is predominating 
(Manufacturing; GM Operations). 
 

“Investments are associated with costs and therefore that data must be shared so a decision can be 
made together” 

(GM Operations) 
 

“It is at least important for us to try to make the forecast as good as possible and that we share the 
investment decisions that we all share the consequences of that.” 

(GM Operations) 
 
Attendees of the executive meeting typically include the president (General Manager, 
COO, CEO) and Vice Presidents of most major functions, including sales, marketing, 
product development, supply chain management (logistics, planning), manufacturing 
(operations), finance and human resources, as well as the person responsible for S&OP 
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maintenance and execution (if not one of the above) (Dougherty & Gray, 2006). 
However, ACT’s organizational structure is complicated and will be an issue itself 
(Logistics). The organization is not just “silofied” in the different functions but also; 
Operations (all supply-facing functions), both marketing divisions, and all customer 
centers are separate and independent companies (Customer center; Logistics). E.g. 
Operations and GI answer to the same divisional president but MVI however answers 
to another president. Hence, to resolve issues where GI and MVI might not agree the 
Business Area President should attend this meeting. However, putting this in 
perspective: the Business Area President is the General Manager of Operations’ 
manager’s manager. Thus, this raises the question of the Business Area President is too 
detached from the daily work of both Sales and Operations to be able to efficiently 
resolve issues on a fairly operative level (Logistics).  

 
“When it comes to real decisions of investments or firing people the president should be there. I think it 
is important that he or she is there from time to time to show the importance of the meeting. There need 

to be top-management commitment.” 
(GM Operations) 

The executive meeting should be re-occurring every month according to common 
practices, however, companies with relatively mature processes strives for more event-
driven S&OP. Summoned whenever needed, the management team gathers to deal 
with exceptions, such as market turmoil or out of the ordinary supply chain disruptions 
(Grimson and Pyke, 2007; Hahn et al., 2000; Lapide, 2004).  However, ACT should 
strive for monthly meetings until a higher level of maturity have been accomplished. 

4.6.6 Measuring S&OP Effectiveness 

Metrics feed incentives and motivation; provided that they are well developed and 
measure for the purpose right things. The metrics used in an organization should serve 
the overall business strategies and be contradictive (see figure 6). Sheldon (2006) argues 
that metrics are one of the most important drivers of the process. Metrics should be 
incorporated in Step 1 (data gathering) and be reviewed in the subsequent steps. The 
actual data must be measured towards the plans, and measuring S&OP Effectiveness 
should therefore not be detached but incorporated in all the steps.  

 
For a standard process Grimson & Pyke (2007) emphasizes to measure the demand-
facing functions on the forecast accuracy and the supply-facing functions on meeting 
the consensus plan. However, cross-functional metrics should be developed to 
measure the overall S&OP effectiveness. The target is to measure business planning 
accuracy, demand planning accuracy, and operations accuracy (Sheldon, 2006). Lapide 
(2004) suggests metrics such as; variance to baseline forecasts and budgets, as well as 
adherence to sales, marketing, and operations plans. 
 
Currently the functions are measured on traditional functional metrics, which are 
contradictive due to the lack of strategic alignment. Hence, the strategic plan must be 
aligned with the functional objectives to resolve the contradictive objectives.  
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“The team has no mutual target and is not measured on the aggregated success; all parts are measured 
individually and are often conflicting.” 

(Logistics) 
 

Summarizing, despite being diagnosed in stage 1 “No S&OP Process” in the maturity 
framework, the gap between the focal company’s current planning processes and a 
standard S&OP process might actually appear small. The necessary data exists, a 
demand plan exists, a supply plan exists, there are some cross-functional meetings with 
S&OP Partnership meeting similarities, and there even seems to be top-management 
support. It merely appears to be a matter of connecting the dots by framing the data, 
and demand- and supply plans into a structured process. However, there are major 
obstacles for ACT to tackle in order to achieve such a framing.  
 
By analyzing the current situation at ACT, both in terms of planning and incentives 
and resistance for progression, in each step of a standard S&OP process, obstacles 
became apparent and traced to three major origins: Organizational complexity, Product 
portfolio complexity, and IT-system support. Each of these areas is elaborated further 
in the next chapter (5.1 Main Findings). 
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5 FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

___________________________________________________________________ 
In this chapter the main findings of the study is summarized and discussed. More, the limitations of  
the study, managerial implications and recommendations, as well as suggestions for future research  
areas are brought forward.  
___________________________________________________________________  
 
Previous literature are fundamentally unanimous in concluding that collaborative 
business planning through an S&OP process is superior to traditional decoupled 
planning, and the concept and potential benefits of S&OP is easy to comprehend. Yet 
the process has proven to be difficult for organizations to operationalize in reality. 
Hence, the objective of this research was to investigate what the major obstacles 
complex manufacturing organizations face while striving to operationalize a standard 
Sales & Operations Planning process. The research objective was fulfilled through an 
in-depth case study of a complex manufacturing organization with immature planning 
processes, but with intentions to improve.  
 

5.1 Main Findings 

The S&OP process maturity level in the focal organization was proven to be low 
(Stage 1: No S&OP process) in a conducted maturity diagnosis, where the “as-is” 
demand- and supply-planning situation was mapped and analyzed. The framework 
used for the diagnosis was elected through an evaluation of the ten, to date known, 
S&OP maturity models. The evaluation concluded the Grimson and Pyke (2007) 
framework superior to others in terms of academic rigor and defined maturity criteria. 
The framework enables organizational maturity diagnosis by both practitioners and 
researchers, especially in a context similar to the focal company of this research. 
However, the benchmarks used in the evaluation (e.g. type of publication, type of 
findings, numbers of stages and categories) focused on academic rigor and the level of 
criteria detail within the stages. This implicates that this result is generalizable to a 
further extent than the context that was empirically tested in this study.  
 
The conclusion Thomé et al (2012) landed in their S&OP literature synthesis, 
suggesting that the diversity of the existing maturity frameworks indicates difficulties 
of condensing S&OP in practice, is important. It means that the process is much 
dependent on the organizational context, which in turn incurs issues with the high-
level generalizability of S&OP literature. It simply becomes vague. On a high system 
level, S&OP makes perfect sense and the process and potential benefits and objectives 
are easy to understand. The five step standard process, involving gathering actuals data, 
reviewing forecasts, creating consensus demand- and supply-plans, arranging monthly 
meetings and so forth, might seem simple at glance. However, the major obstacles for 
complex organizations occur within each of these process steps, on a more detailed 
level.  
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Through an analysis of the current planning activities in the focal organization in pair 
with the identified drivers, mapped in the standard five-step S&OP process, the major 
reasons of why the process is difficult to operationalize for complex manufacturing 
organizations, was uncovered. The maturity diagnosis provided indications of how 
wide the gap between the current state and the standard process were. More, the 
analysis of S&OP drivers signaled how strong the organizational motivations to 
overcome these gaps are. The identified major obstacles for complex manufacturing 
organizations are problems that originate in: Organizational complexity, product 
portfolio complexity and IT system support. Each of these areas is elaborated below. 

5.1.1 Organizational Complexity  

Many large corporations, such as the focal company, are not just “silofied” in separate 
functions, but in different subsidiaries. The organizations are often built with sales 
centers scattered over the world, close to their respective markets. In turn, the 
marketing organization is divided in different market segments. The operations side of 
the organization, struggles with complex supply chains, multiple factories, substantial 
amounts of inbound suppliers, as well as distribution centers. Acquisitions and mergers 
might be frequent, which incurs further complexity. Thus, organization charts are not 
likely to be straight top-down, pyramid shaped hierarchies. This incurs the following 
examples of obstacles: 
 

• Determining what roles are responsible for delivering different input data to 
the process.  
 

• For both pre-meetings and the executive meeting, defining who has the overall 
decision power for the process can be a real issue.  For the executive meeting 
the decision-maker cannot be too far from the daily operations to have 
sufficient insight and knowledge to solve potential conflicts. Nevertheless, the 
decision-maker needs to be on a high enough level to not be questioned. 
Identifying that person in a complex organization might be harder than it 
seems.     

 
• Geographical dispersion makes it difficult to gather the right people at the 

right time at a sufficient frequency. 

5.1.2 Product Portfolio Complexity 

Corporations with substantial and heterogeneous product portfolios will face problems 
with S&OP, due to product family classification issues. Different functions are likely to 
want different types of classifications. Sales and marketing probably uses product 
families based on characteristics, or customer segments, while operations classify 
products by manufacturing lines or perhaps master scheduling approach (MTO, ATO, 
MTS etc.). Nevertheless, none of these classifications necessarily responds to demand 
patterns or statistical forecasting related issues. In order to have a chance of 
successfully operationalizing S&OP in reality, this issue requires attention, especially 
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for companies with thousands of articles to plan for.  Product portfolio complexity 
incurs the following examples of obstacles: 

 
• Without sufficient groupings of products, the gathering of actuals data and 

statistical forecasts, and turning the data into useful input for the subsequent 
demand planning and supply planning process steps will be problematic.  
 

• The quality of the data input will affect the imposed workload of both demand- 
and supply planning, hence most likely the output from these process steps as 
well.  

 
• Consolidating the plans, and resolving issues in Partnership- and Executive 

meetings will suffer unless there is a clear structure of how to handle the 
uncovered issues from the planning steps. The structure relies on sufficient 
classifications of the product portfolio.  

 

5.1.3 IT System Support 

This third major obstacle is in many ways a consequence of organizational and product 
portfolio complexity. However, in reality this question of process system support will 
most likely hinder organizations from maturing in S&OP. Logically, the more complex 
the organization and product portfolio are, the larger the need for sophisticated 
software is. This is due to the mere quantity of data, but also the ability to turn it into 
usable information. Nevertheless, S&OP enabling IT systems are a debated problem in 
literature. Some argue that simple spreadsheets are sufficient, while others argue for 
more sophisticated software – which inevitably incurs large investments of consultants, 
system, implementation, education etc. Consolidating spreadsheets from e.g. fifteen 
customer centers, three factories, and thousands of products, will inevitably be 
problematic. IT system support incurs the following examples of obstacles: 
 

• Gathering and presenting data, and converting it into useful information are 
dependent on the system support and user ability. Statistical forecasts produced 
from sufficient algorithms for the demand pattern of individual articles, 
provides important input for both demand- and supply planning. The quality 
of these forecasts will most likely impact the rest of the process. 
 

• In the demand planning step, gathering and consolidating sales forecasts from 
sales organizations demands usable systems that limits the administrational 
work required by the sales personnel. Further, converting the demand plan 
from sales volumes, into units (which are the only thing workable in the supply 
planning step) requires sufficient software as well. 
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The main findings of this study might seem trivial, even obvious. Nonetheless, it has 
confirmed and underpinned the S&OP obstacles necessary for practitioners to 
overcome and consider in cost/benefits analyzes, prior to operationalizing S&OP. By 
complementing the existing, quite uncritical, body of literature with these results, this 
research indicates the magnitude of organizational effort needed to accomplish even a 
mid-level S&OP maturity stage.  

 

5.2 Limitations  

This thesis was limited by a number of factors. Firstly, the scope of an S&OP process 
at a company such as ACT is massive. It involves the entire organization on strategic 
and tactical level, as well as daily operations. The topic certainly belongs in the 
Operations Management field, but crosses into Change Management and Behavioral 
Science and most definitely, it is an IT system research area. Hence, the ambition to 
research the process as a whole is not feasible. However, narrowing the scope in a 
sufficient manner is not an easy task, due to cause and effect relations in all aspects of 
the process. These problems with scope delimitations, might surface on occasions in 
this thesis.    
 
Other limitations of this research are the limited sample of interviewees, ideally more 
interviews would have been held. For example, only one interview with one Customer 
Center was carried out – input from other CC:s regarding their forecasting procedures  
would have been valuable.  Further, more empirical data from different roles on lower 
hierarchal levels within all affected functions would have provided a more nuanced 
result. However, time was naturally a limiting factor of the quantity of interviews 
managed. 
 
More, the financial crisis in 2009 and rise that followed exposed and incurred supply 
and demand balancing issues at ACT. As it has now stabilized, these issues are not as 
urgent and the need for improved efficiency might seem more distant for the 
interviewees today, than a couple of years ago. This might imply that if the 
organization were put under similar pressure as a few years ago, the perceived 
incentives to improve the organizational efficiency would have been more explicit and 
strong in the interviews. This being a result of external impact of the over all market 
state, rather than changes and improvements in the internal processes of the 
organization. 
 

5.3 Managerial Implications  

The organizational structure of the focal company is like most global organizations and 
supply chains, indeed complex. There are different divisions, market segments and 
sales companies. In all cross-functional projects and processes there will be conflicts 
and conflicting interests, it is therefore important to assess and appoint roles and 
responsibilities, mainly to assure decision-making. In the ACT context where 
Operations share president with one of the market segments while the other market 
segment has another president it is inevitable to have their president, the Business Area 
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President should be present during the executive meetings to resolve any issues 
between the market segments and Operations. 

 
Found in literature, interviews and the complimentary interview, the S&OP process is 
and should be considered the most important meeting and prioritized accordingly. If 
one of the involved parties is not accurately prepared the whole process is diminished 
and the importance of the meeting questioned.  

 
Some literature imply that S&OP should discuss items on a SKU-level, however this is 
not feasible for the focal company with approx. 30 000 items being sold. The issue of a 
large product portfolio can be addressed using classifications. However, when the large 
portfolio is heterogeneous another dimension of complexity is added. As literature and 
empirical findings indicate different functions use different classifications for different 
purposes. Sales might group the products on customer’s requirements while 
manufacturing group them by component similarities, to complicate this a bit more the 
S&OP meetings very often use other classifications to make them more 
understandable and logic to the managers. This implicates that a product can belong to 
three different groups depending on the classification context.  

 
Although the role of the IT-system in S&OP is questioned, the need and requirements 
should be thoroughly investigated. Even though Excel is easily accessible it becomes a 
complex tool when all the input from all CCs is complied and combined with the input 
from the manufacturing plants. Depending on the product family level the IT-system 
should support a high-level of forecasting being inherited down to item level and also 
manage the different classifications from the product portfolio. However, there is a 
usability factor that implies that spreadsheets require user understanding of the process 
itself, not just how to supply a system with input data. Hence, organizational learning 
might benefit from a spreadsheet approach. 

 
The CCs are requesting a better tool for the forecasting, currently the process is too 
time consuming and the input not used due to misalignment in expectations and 
requirements. The CCs forecast in sales volume while production is planned in units. 
The IT-system should also support the conversion between sales volume and units. 
Deciding on a new IT-system is difficult and expensive and thus the business case for 
investment should be thoroughly be investigated and considered. Many firms have 
started with Excel but have moved on to other external software which can be 
incorporated with the ERP system, some have even developed their own.   

 
In order to increase probability of successfully operationalizing a standard level S&OP 
process, the identified major obstacles needs to be addressed thoroughly. Thus, the 
recommendation is to appoint a project organization, responsible for conducting a pre-
study and the S&OP process roll-out. In the pre-study the three major obstacles 
identified in this study should be carefully investigated and solved to a sufficient detail 
level.   
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The purpose and scope of the desired S&OP process must be defined. Questions that 
need answers are for example: Should the process include suppliers and customers? 
What is the desired outcome? Is a standard S&OP process suitable for the company? 
In this stage the organizational and product portfolio issues should be assessed, the 
roles and the product family level decided upon. The affected personnel must be 
involved in setting the requirements depending on the scope. Development is where 
the existing e.g. technology is not enough and must be developed, which incur costs 
that must be decided upon at top-management level.  

 

It is important to set a realistic time frame. According to literature and experts, 
approximately 4-5 years is realistic, where 3 years are regards the implementation and 
after 2 years fully implemented the process can be evaluated. Resources must be 
available for the project.  It is also reasonable to question wheatear there is enough 
competence within the organization. Without the proper S&OP competence the whole 
project will be adventured.  
 
People involved in the process needs education in order to see benefits and incentives, 
hence increase motivation. This is most important in the demand-facing functions. 
People simply needs to know what each role are expected do, why and how. Whatever 
IT support is selected, regardless of it being spreadsheets or advanced planning 
software, usability should be a priority and administration for e.g. the sales force needs 
to be kept at a minimum. Users need to be educated in both the process and the actual 
system.   
 
Despite all the hard work ahead, there are strong incentives not to detract. The 
organization has motivation and objectives for maturing and there are initiatives for 
greater collaboration. The challenge ahead is to gauge the expected outcome and the 
advantages with the obstacles.  

 

5.4 Future Research   

Since most literature on S&OP originates in the industry, academic research on the 
process is still scarce. Hence, there is much research to be done on the topic in general. 
The results of this study merely revealed the major areas that incur obstacles for 
complex organizations in operationalizing a standard S&OP process. Each of these 
areas needs further research at a detailed level and in different contexts.  
 
Further case studies that focuses on or hierarchal complexity and global dispersion, in 
complex organizations with established S&OP processes, would be interesting. More, 
different types of research (e.g. case studies and numeric simulations) on how 
companies should handle a complex product portfolio in the process are needed. 
Classification of product families in an S&OP context appears vital to make the 
process efficient. Thus, within this area, much could be done. Concerning IT systems, 
this potential research area is a bit more complicated. IT consultancy firms and 
software suppliers all have solutions for practitioners, however unbiased and objective 
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research investigating what is needed or not would certainly be valuable. Academic 
research that identifies requirements specifications for IT support, and/or best practice 
studies of companies with mature S&OP processes, focused on their IT support 
systems could provide useful answers. 
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APPENDIX I 

Interview protocol 
 
Demand Facing Functions 
Role: Vice President Marketing General Industry 
Purpose: Establish an understanding for the objectives and incentives 
behind S&OP 
In the report: “Marketing” 
Date: 2014-04-30 
Duration: 45 min 
Location: ACT HQ in Stockholm 
 
Is the concept of Sales and Operations planning known to you?  
Has it been communicated to you as a key strategic decision?  
 
What benefits with S&OP or other cross-functional alignment do you see 
for your department? 
Do you experience any obstacles? 
In your opinion, what is the motive behind the new found interest for 
S&OP? 
 
Do you experience any problems with customer demand and what is 
delivered? 
What kind of issues does GI experience? 
 
If there had been a monthly forum for discussion do you think the effects 
of the financial crisis could have been minimized? 
 
The monthly forecast from the customer centers, how do you use it? 
How could it improve to be more useful? 
Does marketing develop an own sales plan different from the one from 
CC’s? 
 
Role: Vice President Marketing Motor Vehicle Industry 
Purpose: Establish an understanding for the objectives and incentives 
behind S&OP 
In the report: “Marketing” 
Date: 2014-04-24 
Duration: 30 min 
Location: ACT HQ in Stockholm 
 
Is the concept of Sales and Operations planning known to you?  
Has it been communicated to you as a key strategic decision?  
 



    

 
   
 

What benefits with S&OP or other cross-functional alignment do you see 
for your department? 
Do you experience any obstacles? 
In your opinion, what is the motive behind the new found interest for 
S&OP? 
 
Do you experience any problems with customer demand and what is 
delivered? 
What kind of issues does GI experience? 
 
If there had been a monthly forum for discussion do you think the effects 
of the financial crisis could have been minimized? 
 
The monthly forecast from the customer centers, how do you use it? 
How could it improve to be more useful? 
Does marketing develop an own sales plan different from the one from 
CC’s? 
 
Role: Senior Product Owner Marketing Motor Vehicle Industry 
Purpose: Map out the as-is demand planning 
In the report: “Marketing” 
Date: 2014-04-08 
Duration: 45 min 
Location: ACT HQ in Stockholm 
 
How is the MVI marketing department organized? 
Do you have an equivalent role in GI? 
Is there any difference between the MVI and GI customers? 
Do you experience that the customer’s demand varies on lead times and 
what should be stocked or not? 
 
What are you measured on? 
How do you work with forecasting? 
Is it in terms of money or quantity? 
To who is it communicated? 
Do you follow up on the actual numbers? 
How do you manage deviations? 
Is deviations communicated to Operations? 
 
How do you manage product introductions? 
What is the initial forecast based on? 
How accurate do you experience your forecasts are? 
How detailed can the forecast be and still be accurate? 
 
What are the choices for the customer?  
How do they choose the products? 
 



    

 
   
 

Do you experience a gap between customer demand and what is 
produced? 
 
Is the concept of S&OP known to you? 
What is your take on S&OP? 
How does it look today? 
Would such collaboration be beneficial for Marketing? 
Would such collaboration be beneficial for ACT? 
What do you think will be the largest obstacles? 
 
Role: Business Line Manager Customer Center Nordic 
Purpose: As-is state collaboration between CCs and ACT, forecasting 
In the report: BM Customer Center 
Date: 2014-04-22 
Duration: 45 min 
Location: ACT HQ in Stockholm 
 
How does the customer center organization look like? 
How are you positioned compared to the product company and marketing 
department? 
What are you measured on? 
 
How do you compile the forecast? 
Who do you communicate it to? 
How accurate is it from your experience? 
Is it measured? 
Is it possible to place the forecast on a more detailed level? 
 
Is there a gap between what the customer demand and what is produced? 
Is the expectations fulfilled? 
What does the collaboration with the rest of the organization look like? 
Would a closer relationship be beneficial for you? 
Do you see any main obstacles for reaching that close relationship? 
 
Supply Facing Functions 
Role: General Manager Operations 
Purpose: Establish an understanding for the objectives and incentives 
behind S&OP 
In the report: “GM Operations” 
Date: 2014-04-30 
Duration: 45 min 
Location: ACT HQ Stockholm 
 
What do you think are the main strengths of your organization?  
In what areas do you see most room for improvement? 
 



    

 
   
 

Can you explain where the initiative to implement an S&OP process 
comes from?  
Has this been discussed at a senior management level? 
When was the strategic decision made? 
Do you think the initiative has been communicated to your counterpart in 
the Marketing and Sales organizations? 
 
Do you think Operations can use the information from Sales? 
What are the main differences between the former S&OP meeting and 
your vision? 
Do you see any obstacles for reaching a valuable S&OP process? 
 
Role: Logistics Manager 
Purpose: Establish an understanding for the objectives and incentives 
behind S&OP 
In the report: “Logistics” 
Date: 2014-04-30 
Duration: 30 min 
Location: ACT HQ in Stockholm 
 
What is logistics measured on? 
Do you experience a gap between demand and supply? 
What is it that must improve? 
Why? 
 
Are you present in the Business Review Meeting or Business Board with 
the customer centers? 
Who is represented in Business Board? 
Are there different types of BBs?  
Are the sales forecast from marketing and the CCs communicated to you? 
What happens with that input? 
How would it become more useful and manageable? 
 
What is your role in the S&OP project? 
What is your task?  
What do you think is the purpose behind the initiative is? 
What benefits do you see with a more mature S&OP process? 
Are there any obstacles for reaching that stage of maturity?  
 
Role: S&OP Project Leader 
Purpose: Map out the current statistical demand planning and the 
relationship between Marketing and Logistics 
In the report: “Logistics” 
Date: 2014-04-04 
Duration: 70 min 
Location: ACT HQ Stockholm 
 



    

 
   
 

How is demand planned? 
How often is a forecast generated?  
What is the forecast based on? 
How is the forecast used? 
What effects does the forecast have? 
 
When is qualitative input required and how is it managed? 
Which department does what? 
Is the quality of the qualitative input measured? 
How is large deviations managed? 
 
What KPIs are used? 
Are different departments measured on individual KPIs? 
 
Can you describe the organizational structure? 
 
Role: Supplier Developer 
Purpose: Map out the as-is supplier collaboration 
In the report: “Logistics” 
Date: 2014-04-09 
Duration: 45 min 
Location: ACT HQ Stockholm 
 
What does the relationship with the suppliers look like? 
What is a Vendor Managed Inventory supplier? 
What is a SMI supplier? 
 
How is the forecast communicated to the suppliers? 
What information is sent to the suppliers? 
Time horizon? 
Is the forecast accuracy measured? 
 
Is the concept of S&OP know to you? 
What is your take on S&OP? 
What does it look like today? 
Do you think ACT would benefit from implementing an S&OP process? 
What would be the main obstacles for implementing an S&OP process? 
 
 
Role: Sourcing Manager 
Purpose: Map out the relationship and supplier collaboration 
In the report: “Sourcing” 
Date: 2014-04-24 
Duration: 30 min 
Location: ACT HQ Stockholm 
 
What is the difference between Sourcing and Call-off? 



    

 
   
 

How is the long term relationship with the suppliers? 
 
Is the concept of S&OP known to you? 
What role do you see for sourcing in S&OP? 
What collaboration do you have with other departments? 
Do you think a closer collaboration between sourcing and marketing 
would be beneficial for balancing demand and supply? 
 
What is the opinion from the suppliers regarding a closer relationship? 
In what way do you think it would be beneficial to include the suppliers? 
Do you see any obstacles for reaching that closer relationship? 
 
What is the supplier’s opinion about the forecasts?  
Is there a difference in opinion whether the suppliers supply the plants or 
the distribution center directly? 
 
What is sourcing measured on? 
What are the suppliers measured on? 
 
Role: Assembly Manager 
Purpose: Map out the as-is supply planning 
In the report: “Manufacturing” 
Date: 2014-04-10 
Duration: 30 min 
Location: ACT factory in Tierp 
 
How is production planned, factory capacity etc? 
Over what time frame? 
What is the production targets based on? 
What role does the forecast play? 
 
How accurate to your experience is the aggregated forecast? 
On SKU level? 
 
How is deviations managed? 
How is capacity restraints managed? 
Does the factory plan take material constraints into account? 
Is the constraints communicated further in the organization? To whom? 
 
What are the factory measured on? 
How flexible is the production capacity? 
How fast can it be adjusted to a market increase or decrease? 
 
Would a closer relationship with Sales be beneficial? 
Main obstacles with such relationship? 
Which functions are the most important for your work? 
 



    

 
   
 

Do you experience any lack of any kind of resources to be able to meet the 
demand? 
 
Role: Call-off and Production Planning Manager 
Purpose: Map out the as-is supply planning  
In the report: “Manufacturing” 
Date: 2014-04-10 
Duration: 90 min 
Location: ACT factory in Tierp 
 
How is the production planned? What input is necessary? 
How important is the forecast? 
 
How well do you experience the accuracy of the forecast on an aggregated 
family level? 
On SKU level? 
How is large deviations managed? 
How is production constraints managed and communicated?  
How is a production introduction managed?  
How is campaigns managed?  
Do you experience a gap in what the customer’s demand and what is 
supplied? 
 
To what extent do you communicate with marketing? 
Do you think a closer relationship can be beneficial? 
Do you think you have all necessary tools to meet demand and plan 
supply? 
 
Complimentary interview 
Role: Global Deployment Manager  
Company: ABB AB Business Unit Measurement Products 
Purpose: Establish an understanding for the objectives and incentives 
behind S&OP 
In the report: “GDM ABB” 
Date: 2014-03-10  
Duration: 110 min 
Location: ABB in Västerås 
 
What experiences do you have regarding S&OP? 
What role did you play when S&OP was implemented in ABB? 
 
How is ABB’s supply chain designed? 
What type of products, master scheduling etc?  
How many products in how many product families? 
 
How was demand planned before S&OP? 
Why was the decision taken to implement S&OP?  



    

 
   
 

Primary reasons, incentives and objectives, goal? 
When was that decision taken? 
What were the most difficult initial obstacles to overcome? 
Who owned the implementation project? 
 
What part of the process was the most difficult? Roles, education, 
management handshake, IT-system etc.  
 
How does the S&OP process look like today? 
How is the conversion between money and units managed? 
What type of IT-system do you use? 
What are the main advantages and disadvantages with S&OP? 
 
What would your recommendations to a company with the ambition to 
implement a S&OP process be? 
How would you go about implementing S&OP for a company offering 
approx. 30 000 unique products split in 80 product families? 

 


